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Luther’s Position on the Lord’s Supper 
Excerpts Mainly from Luther’s Great Treatise on the Lord’s Supper 


From times immemorial heirs and beneficiaries have made 
havoc with the last wills and testaments of their benefactors. 
They have disquieted and disrupted families which otherwise had 
been peaceful and loving. And this havoc has often defied amelio- 
ration or removal. Even so in the case of our Lord’s last will and 
testament. The Christian Church, the family of the saints on 
earth, stands before the world rent asunder also by reason of its 
divergent interpretations of our Lord’s testament of love, His last 
will, in which He has given Himself to His disciples. In the hands 
of men this testament has become the divider of Protestant 
churches on earth into the so-called Lutheran and the Reformed 
sectors, the Lutheran Church insisting historically on the literal 
interpretation of the testament and the Reformed Church on a 
figurative understanding. 

It is historically correct to affirm that the position of the Lu- 
theran Church in the Lord’s Supper is in harmony with its tradi- 
tional attitude toward the Bible as the Word of God. Luther grounded 
his entire teaching, his theology, on the Bible as the Word of God; 
and the Church which rightfully bears his name confessionally de- 
clares that “the sole rule and standard according to which all dogmas 
together with all teachers should be estimated and judged are the 
prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and of the New 
Testament alone.” (Triglotta, 777.) Luther would have sacri- 
ficed his historical position toward the Word of God if he had 
deviated from that Word in the case of any doctrine. Consistency 
in his position to that Word, the Scriptures, the Word of God, 
decided also his position on the Lord’s Supper. 

Accordingly Luther in his great treatise on the Lord’s Supper 
writes: “Now we want to take up before us the passages of the 
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evangelists and of St. Paul in order that we may strengthen our 
conscience. And first you shall take note of the Sacramentarians’ 
own confession. For they confess, and must confess, that our 
understanding is as the words themselves naturally read and that, 
if one speaks in accord with the words as they read, our under- 
standing is right without a doubt. However, they contend that 
the words should not be understood as they read. Their con- 
fession I urge you to accept and consider. For this indeed is as 
much as, yes, more than, one half to win. For since they now 
confess that, if the words were to be taken as they read, then our 
understanding would be correct, they therewith free us by their 
own testimony, so that, first, we do not have to prove our under- 
standing any further than to relate the words as they there 
stand and read. This is the one thing, mark it well. And, further- 
more, they thereby load themselves and bind themselves with two 
great burdens and labors; the one, that they should and must 
prove why these words are not to be understood as they read but 
must be understood otherwise; the other, that they, instead of 
such words, must give us other words and text which would be 
sure, upon which one could stand. Of 1.1ese two things they have 
until now done neither, and especially the second they have never 
yet undertaken to do, all of which we have told and proved above; 
whereby they really force us to abide by the sense which the words 
give as they read, and so they put themselves to shame by means 
of their uncertain lying.” (XX:1036.) 

In the same vein Luther continues: “Next you know, and 
indeed should know, that our text, ‘This is My body,’ is spoken 
and fixed with such letters and words not by man but by God 
Himself, out of His own mouth. But the texts of the Sacramen- 
tarians, ‘This signifies My body,’ or, ‘This is the symbol of My 
body,’ etc., is not spoken by God Himself with such words and 
letters but by man alone.” (XX:1036.) 

“Thirdly, you have heard above that they themselves are indeed 
uncertain as to their text, and no one until now has been willing 
consistently to prove that his text should and must stand so as 
they pretend; and indeed they nevermore can bring forth a sure 
one. But our text is certain, so that it should and must stand so 
as the words read; for God Himself has fixed it so, and no one 
dare take a letter either from it or add one to it.” ( XX:1037.) 

“Fourthly, you know that they are disunited and make many 
kinds of conflicting texts out of the words, so that they are not 
only uncertain (which itself would be devilish enough) but are 
also against one another and must rebuke themselves and one 
another of lies. But our text is not only certain, but it is also a 
unit and simple and harmonious among us all.” (XX:1037.) 
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“Fifthly, let it be said right here that, if our text and under- 
standing were also uncertain and dark (which it is not) as well as 
their text and understanding, then you have nevertheless the glo- 
rious, bold advantage that you can stand with a good conscience 
upon our text and speak in this fashion: If I should then and must 
have an uncertain dark text and understanding, then I will rather 
have that one which has been spoken out of the divine mouth 
itself than such a one as has been spoken out of a human mouth. 
And if I should be deceived, I would rather be deceived by God 
(if that were possible) than by man; for if God deceives me, then 
He will answer for it and make restitution to me. But man can 
make no restitution to me when they have deceived me and led me 
into hell. Such boldness the Sacramentarians cannot have; for 
they cannot say: I will rather stand upon the text which Zwingli 
and Oecolampadius spoke in contradiction with one another than 
upon that which Christ Himself spoke uniformly.” (XX:1037.) 

“Therefore you can joyfully speak to Christ both when you die 
and at the final Judgment in this manner: My dear Lord Jesus 
Christ, a dispute has arisen concerning Thy words in the Com- 
munion; some insist that they must be understood differently 
from the way they read. However, since they teach me nothing 
certain but only confuse me and make me uncertain and neither 
want nor are able to prove their text in any way, therefore I have 
remained upon Thy text as the words read. If there is something 
dark in them, Thou didst want to have it thus dark; for Thou hast 
given no other explanation about it nor commanded to give such. 
Besides, one finds in no scripture or speech that ‘is’ should mean 
‘signifies’ or that ‘My body’ should mean ‘the body’s sign.’” 
(XX: 1037 £.) 

“If there should be any darkness therein, Thou wilt no doubt 
make allowance for me on that account that I did not understand 
it, as Thou madest allowance for Thy apostles when they did not 
understand Thee in many points, such as when Thou didst 
prophesy concerning Thy suffering and resurrection, and they had 
held to the words that they read and did not make anything else 
of them. Just as also Thy dear mother did not understand it when 
Thou saidst to her, Luke 2:49, ‘I must be about My Father’s busi- 
ness’; and she nevertheless kept these words in all simplicity in 
her heart and did not make anything else out of them. So also 
I have remained with these Thy words: ‘This is My body,’ etc., 
and have not wanted nor permitted any other words to be made 
of them but have committed it to Thee and left it to Thee whether 
anything dark should be therein, and I have kept them as they 
read, especially since I see that they do not conflict with any 
article of faith. Behold, so no Sacramentarian can dare to talk 
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with Christ; that I know well; for they are uncertain and at 
odds about their text.” (XX:1038.) 

Then Luther takes up separately the several Scripture-texts 
which make record of our Lord’s institution of this Sacrament and 
shows their evident meaning. We continue with Luther’s ex- 
positions. 

“St. Matthew is the first, and he says in chapter 26:26, 27: 
‘And as they were eating, Jesus took bread and blessed it and brake 
it and gave it to the disciples and said, Take, eat; this is My 
body. And He took the cup and gave thanks and gave it to 
them, saying, Drink ye all of it.” (XX:1039.) 

“These words are spoken by the mouth of God, even though 
the Sacramentarians do not honor them more highly than if they 
had been spoken by a loafer or by a drunkard. For Zwingli also 
at one place is equally wroth against us and complains because 
we hold so firmly to five poor and miserable words.” (XX:1039 f.) 

“However, with such speech they testify against themselves 
as to what spirit they have and as to how highly they honor God’s 
Word, so that they scold against these precious words as against 
five poor miserable words, which shows, that they do not believe 
that they are God’s words. For if they believed that they are 
God’s words, they would not call them miserable poor words but 
would honor even one tittle and letter more highly than the whole 
world and would tremble before them and fear them as God Him- 
self. For whoever despises one single word of God of course 
honors none of them highly. If they would merely rebuke our 
understanding or improper mind and not the words of God them- 
selves, it could be endured.” (XX:1040.) 

“We must therefore adhere to these words and cling to them 
as to the clearest, most certain, and surest words of God which 
do not deceive us nor leave us in the lurch; for it is spoken in 
the simplest manner, ‘This is My body, this is My blood of the 
new testament,’ so that, if one should bring together the languages 
of all the world, one could not choose therefrom or take therefrom 
simpler speech or words. Christ cannot speak more simply about 
His body and blood than thus: ‘My body,’ or ‘This is My body, 
‘This is My blood.’” (XX:1041.) 

Taking up the second text, Luther says: “St. Mark is the other 
text, which says, chapter 14:22-24: ‘And as they did eat, Jesus 
took bread and blessed and brake it and gave it to them and said, 
Take, eat; this is My body. And He took the cup, and when He 
had given thanks, He gave it to them; and they all drank of it. 
And He said unto them, This is My blood of the new testament, 
which is shed for many.’” (XX:1042 f.) 

“From this text Carlstadt drew his first thoughts concerning 
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the touto, because Mark here reads as if the disciples had first 
all drunk out of the cup before Christ said, ‘This is My blood,’ so 
that He immediately thereafter should point to His sitting blood, 
because the cup had now already been emptied. But all this has 
long ago been disposed of and put to naught. For not only do the 
other evangelists and St.Paul write differently, but he himself 
also, St. Mark, when he speaks of the other part of the Sacrament, 
does not write that the disciples had eaten the bread and that 
afterwards Christ had said, ‘This is My body.’ Therefore the ex- 
pression concerning the drinking must adjust itself according to 
the word which the other evangelists and Paul—and St. Mark 
himself — maintain in their assertion concerning the eating; for 
he cannot be against himself and against all the rest.” (XX:1043.) 
“But I wonder nevertheless how it is that St. Mark alone 
records this point so: ‘And they all drank of it”... I hold that, 
when Matthew alone above all of the rest writes, ‘Drink ye all 
of it,’ and when Mark relates, ‘They all drank of it,’ this is written 
for this reason, that the two evangelists wanted to show how the 
disciples all drank out of this cup; not on account of thirst, as 
other drinks perhaps were taken, when one had to pour in more 
than once before it had passed around; but that they had to let 
this cup pass around and drink of it in such moderate measure 
that they all drank of it; as Luke also writes that the Lord gave 
the final drink before the Sacrament in such a manner that they 
all drank out of one cup, when he says: ‘Take this and divide it 
among yourselves,’ Luke 22:17. As if he wished to say: There 
were indeed more cups at the table out of which every one drank 
for himself, or one cup was filled more than once; but this cup 
at the last was given that they all should drink out of the same, 
therewith to give a farewell to the old paschal lamb.” (XX:1044.) 
“So, of course, by these actions He desired to distinguish 
notably His Supper from the old supper, first, by giving to them 
the farewell drink, as Luke writes. Therewith He indeed moved 
the disciples’ minds so that they had to think: What is His intention 
in giving us the farewell drink out of His own cup? He never 
did this at table before; and particularly because St. Luke (22:18) 
writes that He had also expressed such farewell with words by 
saying: ‘For I say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the 
vine until the kingdom of God shall come.” (XX:1044.) 
“Secondly, by this, that He takes a special piece of bread 
from among all other pieces of bread into His hands, gives thanks, 
and breaks it after such farewell drink, then they indeed had to 
think: How? Will He now eat another time? We thought He 
just now gave us the farewell drink. Then they, of course, took 
special notice of what He was doing and listened to what He was 
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speaking. For so He had not done at the table and at the eve- 
ning meal of the paschal lamb with the other bread, and He now 
begins, after the farewell drink and the evening meal, a new thing 
and says it is His body. Here they maintain silence and simply 
believe; no one asks how bread might be body.” (XX:1045.) 

“Thirdly, by this that He gives them His cup and tells them 
all to drink out of it. This also had to make them reflect since 
He had not done so with any other cup, and, in addition, says 
it is His blood. They again are silent and believe. For they un- 
doubtedly thought that what He says must be true. When they 
see such new action after the farewell that He begins anew, gives 
thanks anew, expresses the blessing anew, and, in addition, takes 
a special piece of bread, which He divides among them and also 
divides among all of them His cup and concludes such supper with 
one bread and one cup, they very naturally think that He knew 
well what He was doing and saying, that there was no need of 
any questioning, although they perceive very well that it was 
a new, another supper.” (XX:1045.) 

“To sum up, they ate the paschal lamb in such a way that 
He did not tell them to eat or to drink nor laid or set anything 
before any one; but every one ate and drank for himself as it 
lay and stood before him, as also Matthew and Mark say: ‘As they 
did eat, Jesus took bread,’ etc. But here He proceeds in a new 
way: He takes and designates a certain special bread, blesses it, 
Himself breaks it, and divides it among them and lays it before 
them and tells them to eat and, in addition, says: “This is My body, 
which is given for you.’ After the same manner He does also with 
the cup, designates and gives a special drink for all of them. Of 
the other bread He does not tell them to eat nor to drink from 
the other cup nor lays and sets anything before any one as He does 
here. By all of this He indeed shows that this bread and wine 
are not common bread and wine, as was received in the paschal 
feast, but an altogether different one, a special one, a higher one, 
namely, as He Himself declares, that it is His body and blood.” 
(XX: 1045.) 

“So we have it that Matthew and Mark agree and that both 
speak in the simplest way, using almost the same words, except 
that Matthew at the end adds the words ‘for the remission of 
sins.” Again, Mark, when speaking of the bread, says, ‘He 
blessed it,’ whereas the others always say, ‘He gave thanks,’ just 
as Mark himself also does in connection with the cup, so that it 
seems to me that He wants to have us understand that blessing 
and giving of thanks are one and the same thing. Nevertheless 
I leave this matter to those who find pleasure in concerning them- 
selves with it.” (XX:1046.) 
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“It is undoubtedly more profitable to take note of the fact that, 
since the evangelists, all of them, so uniformly and in the simplest 
way make use of these words, ‘This is My body,’ one can gather 
from this that it is of course no figurative expression and that no 
trope is found therein. For if there were some trope therein, 
surely one of them would have touched upon it with some syllable 
to show that some other text or understanding is possible. Just 
as they indeed do in other matters, where one states what another 
one leaves out or says with other words, as when Matthew (12:28) 
writes that Christ said: ‘If I cast out devils by the Spirit of God,’ 
etc., Luke, however, says: ‘If I with the finger of God cast out 
devils,” Luke 11:20, and when Mark says that one seed bore fruit 
thirty-, another sixty-, another a hundredfold, and Luke says 
simply, ‘And it bore fruit a hundredfold’; and there are many such 
instances where one explains the other or expresses himself dif- 
ferently.” (XX:1046.) 

“Here, however, they are all most simply alike and not one, 
by a single letter, permits himself to appear different from the other, 
as if all of them would say: No one can speak of it differently, more 
simply, and more surely than so: ‘This is My body,’ although 
Luke and Paul, in connection with the cup, speak much differently 
from Matthew and Mark, as we shall hear. Since, then, four 
witnesses stand there and agree thoroughly in their words, we may 
joyfully and surely rely upon their testimony and upon the basis 
of it conclude and believe what we do. For if God says: ‘In the 
mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established,’ 
Matt. 18:16, how much more shall the testimony of these four wit- 
nesses be stronger to us than all the Sacramentarians’ crying and 
palavering! They indeed dare not say that Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and Paul were not so learned, holy, pious, and spiritual as they 
and theirs are. But if they make such witnesses’ testimony doubt- 
ful, then the Sacramentarians’ sayings shall be justly more doubt- 
ful, especially since they disagree with one another and no. one 
is certain of his own text nor can become so; but these four wit- 
nesses agree in the very letters of the text.” (XX:1046f.) 

Taking up the third text, Luther says: “St. Luke is the third, 
chapter 22:19, 20: ‘And He took bread and gave thanks and brake 
it and gave unto them, saying, This is My body, which is given for 
you. This do in remembrance of Me. Likewise also the cup after 
supper, saying, This cup is the new testament in My blood, which 
is shed for you.’” (XX:1047.) 

“Whoever is willing to be instructed would be satisfied with 
what Luke says in this matter; so clearly and so excellently does 
he speak of the Lord’s Supper. First he describes the farewell 
drink of Christ, as we have said above, and says: ‘He took the 
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cup and gave thanks and said, Take this, divide it among your- 
selves; for I say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the 
vine until the kingdom of God shall come.’ Here Christ testifies 
that this would be His last drink of wine on earth with His dis- 
ciples. Soon thereafter, however, He gives the cup of wine of the 
new supper, etc. If, now, there is only ordinary wine in the new 
Supper, how, then, can it be true that this was to be the last drink, 
that He would drink no more wine? If it is the last drink of 
wine, then that which He thereafter gives to drink cannot be wine. 
If it is not wine, then it must be that which he calls it, namely, 
‘His blood,’ or ‘the new testament in His blood.’ So Luke here 
testifies mightily that there cannot be mere wine in Christ’s sup- 
per.” (XX: 1047.) 

“Here one might say: But who knows whether such words 
were spoken about the farewell drink of Christ before or after 
the Supper? For Luke writes that He had spoken such words 
before the Supper; but Matthew and Mark write as if he had 
spoken them after the Supper. Well and good; then the matter 
depends upon which evangelist maintained the proper order in 
his writing. If Luke does this, then the matter is clear, and our 
understanding is right, and the Sacramentarians are lost; about 
this there can be no doubt. Or if the Sacramentarians entertain a 
doubt about this, we are nevertheless certain that we are right, 
and that suffices us.” (XX:1047 f.) 

“Now let us learn the evangelists’ own words and work which 
of them records the proper sequence of events. St. Luke, in the 
beginning of his gospel, testifies (Luke 1:3) that it seemed good 
to him, ‘having had perfect understanding of all things from the 
very first, to write in order,’ and this he also proves throughout; 
for his gospel proceeds nicely in order unto the end, to which the 
whole world bears witness. But neither Matthew nor Mark has 
given such a promise, nor do they follow this method, as may be 
shown in many instances; for instance, when Matthew describes 
the temptation of Christ, chap. 4:1 ff., and the appearances of Christ 
after His resurrection, etc., he does not at all ‘write in order.’... 
Mark neither maintains the proper order when writing about the 
Supper; he puts the words ‘and they drank all of it’ before the 
words ‘and He said unto them, This is My blood,’ etc., whereas 
it naturally should follow after.” (XX:1048.) 

“Since, then, there is no doubt that Matthew and Mark do not 
follow the strict order, whereas Luke pledges himself to follow it 
and also maintains this order, the writings of Matthew and Mark 
must be adjusted according to St. Luke’s order and not otherwise. 
Then we must say that Matthew and Mark have placed after the 
new Supper that which was done and must be placed after the 
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old supper; for they did not concern themselves much with the 
order [sequence] but were satisfied to write the story and the 
truth; whereas Luke, who wrote later than they, declares that one 
of the reasons why he wrote his gospel was that many others had 
written the history regardless of the order and that therefore he 
had undertaken to write ‘in order.’ And many are of the opinion, 
and it is almost believable, that St. Paul meant St. Luke when he 
wrote to the Corinthians, praising [Luke] and saying: ‘And we 
have sent with him the brother whose praise is in the Gospel 
throughout all the churches’ 2 Cor. 8:18. Also this tends to con- 
vince us that Luke was intent upon maintaining the proper order, 
that he not only writes about the farewell drink but also pre- 
viously records the whole final paschal feast, saying: ‘When the 
hour was come, He sat down and the twelve apostles with Him. 
And He said unto them, With desire I have desired to eat this 
passover with you before I suffer; for I say unto you, I will not 
any more eat thereof until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. 
And He took the cup,’ etc. Here you see that everything is 
spoken in one text in order, one after the other, concerning the 
final passover, both in respect to the eating and the drinking, 
which Matthew and Mark do not do. Since, then, the final eating 
stands properly before the new Supper, and must so stand, so 
also the final drinking must indeed stand before the new Supper; 
for both of them are final, and they are not to be separated from 
one another.” (XX:1048 f.) 

“Having settled this matter, we now come again to the afore- 
mentioned ground and conclusion. If Luke maintains the right 
order (as has been proved), then Christ takes the farewell drink 
of wine before the new Supper; if, however, he takes the farewell 
drink of wine before the new Supper, then mere ordinary wine 
cannot be drunk in the Supper; for His words are clear when 
He says that after this drink He would no more drink of the 
fruit of the vine.” (XX:1049.) 

“However, some one will rejoin: you yourself contend that 
wine remains in the new Supper; and this your statement ought 
to be indeed very much to the liking of the papists, who believe 
no wine to be in the Supper. I answer: That does not concern 
me much. For, as I have often enough confessed, there will be no 
strife with me whether the wine remains there or not; it is enough 
for me that Christ’s blood is there; may it go with the wine as 
God will. And sooner than have wine only, like the Sacramen- 
tarians, I would rather, like the Pope, have blood only.” (XX:1049.) 

“T have also said above: If the wine has become Christ’s blood, 
then it is no more ordinary wine but blood-wine, so that I may 
point to it and say: This is Christ’s blood. About this Christ is 
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also not silent when He says: ‘I will not drink of the fruit of the 
vine.’ Why does He not say wine but fruit of the vine? Without 
doubt, because the drink which is in the Holy Supper is not of the 
vine, as the ordinary wine; and even though it is also wine, it did 
not grow so as it is now.” (XX:1050.) 

The question whether Christ Himself partook of the cup in 
Holy Communion, Luther pronounced a foolish one. He thinks 
that Christ partook of the final drinking of the passover. It is 
not expressly so written, yet Luther believes that Christ partook 
of it. He likewise thinks that, whilst nothing is expressly written 
to that effect, Christ also partook of the cup in the Sacrament. 
(XX: 1050.) 

“Thirdly comes this text of St. Luke, ‘This cup is the new 
testament in My blood, which is shed for you.’” This text has 
had to suffer much, and Sacramentarians even today yet are not 
agreed as to how they can martyr and distort it enough. (XX:1051.) 

“We, too, will treat it. First, Luke and St. Paul alone record 
these words, ‘This do in remembrance of Me,’ and both place 
them when they speak of the bread and not when they speak of 
the cup. For they consider it sufficient to have placed them once, 
although they undoubtedly apply to both parts of the Sacrament 
and therefore to the whole Last Supper, as St. Paul further em- 
phasizes and says: ‘as often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, 
ye do show forth the Lord’s death,’ etc., 1 Cor.11:26. This they 
do for the reason that they may indicate the cause and the fruit 
of this Supper, namely, that we should praise and thank God for 
this deliverance from sin and death, just as the Jews had to thank 
and praise for their deliverance out of Egypt.” (XX:1051 f.) 

“Both also, Luke and Paul, use these words concerning the 
cup: ‘likewise also the cup after Supper,’ or ‘when He had supped.’ 
Why this? I think truly that it is on account of the future Sacra- 
mentarians, as if Luke wanted to point back with these words, as 
with a finger, and remind of the final passover. As if he wished 
to say: Remember what I have said above about the final drinking 
of the passover, that Christ will no more drink of the fruit of the 
vine, in order that you may know that I am here speaking of an- 
other drinking, which took place after the evening supper, when 
they [the disciples] indeed had ceased to drink of the fruit of the 
vine, in order that you might by no means understand this as the 
final drinking, but of a drink at the beginning of the new Supper. 
And Luke and Paul mention this especially in connection with the 
cup and not with the bread; since it is more opportune and more 
necessary in connection with the cup, because one is not accus- 
tomed to eat at the end but to drink, in order that what He says 
might not be understood as spoken of the final cup of the passover; 
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although it [i.e. the clause “When they had supped”] refers in- 
deed to both and to the entire supper, just as above, the words 
concerning the remembrance, etc.” (XX:1052.) 

“We truly are certain that Luke with this text, ‘This cup is 
the new testament in My blood,’ desires to say nothing else than 
what St. Matthew and Mark have said in this text: ‘This is My 
blood of the new testament.’ For they cannot be against one an- 
other but must be of one meaning with one another. Make, there- 
fore, the text of Luke what you will, the meaning must be the 
same as what Mark and Matthew say: ‘This is My blood of the 
new testament.’ If we understand Luke’s words so that they give 
us Christ’s blood in the Supper, as Mark and Matthew do, then 
we surely have their right meaning. Whoever, however, construes 
or martyrs the text otherwise does not understand it rightly. For 
then it would not agree with the others.” (XX:1052.) 

“Luke, however, speaks, as he often does, after the manner of 
the Hebrew language. . . . So Luke wants to say here, too: 
This cup is the testament in the blood of Christ, that is, through 
the blood or with the blood, or on account of the blood, ete. Just 
as Matthew says: ‘This is My blood of the new testament.’ For 
the cup indeed cannot be the new testament in silver or through 
the silver or on account of the silver. Speak these words, ‘This 
cup is the new testament in My blood,’ therefore in whatever way 
you wish, as long as you do not speak contrary to Matthew and 
Mark.” (XX:1053 f.) 

“For while St. Matthew speaks after the manner of the Greeks: 
‘This is My blood of the new testament,’ St. Luke speaks after the 
manner of the Hebrews: ‘This is the new testament in My blood.’ 
These expressions, ‘the new testament in My blood’ and ‘My blood 
of the new testament,’ are not in contradiction with each other 
but have the same meaning. ... And in order that we may avoid 
all error, I translate the text of Luke in the clearest and shortest 
way so: ‘This cup is the new testament in My blood.’” (XX:1054.) 

Concerning the touto in the words “This is My body” Luther 
says in his treatise against Carlstadt: “Now we want to point out 
the reason why Christ says touto, or ‘this’ (neuter), and not 
houtos (masculine), in agreement with the antecedent bread.” 
Luther shows that, as in the German language, which has a special 
neuter article and special neuter pronouns, so also in the Greek 
it is an usus loquendi to refer to an antecedent either masculine or 
feminine by the neuter demonstrative. (XX: 221.) 

Moreover, with reference to the interpretation of touto as 
referring not to the bread but to the present sitting or reclining 
body of Christ, which was there with the disciples, Luther says: 
“Tell me, . . . to what does the other touto, which soon follows 
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upon this one, refer? Luke, 22:20, and Paul, 1 Cor. 11:25, say of 
the other part of the Sacrament thus: ‘Likewise also the cup after 
the supper, saying, touto, or this cup, is the new testament in My 
blood.’ Here the word touto is expressed and refers in the text to 
the cup which He offers and not to the blood which was sitting 
there.... Tell us, if the towto should and must point to Christ, 
and yet here in the text it is used of the cup, whether your faith 
considers or calls Christ’s blood or Christ Himself a cup.” 
(XX: 222.) 

“You, too, must . . . confess that, just as the touto in connec- 
tion with the cup does not point to the sitting Christ but to the cup 
and the blood which Christ offers to His disciples and asks them 
to drink, saying, ‘This is a new testament in His blood,’ so also 
the touto in connection with the bread does not point to Christ’s 
body but to the bread which He hands them and tells them to eat.” 
(XX: 223.) ) 

Luther maintains also that just as they overthrow Carlstadt’s 
touto, which referred the touto (this) to Christ’s sitting body, so 
Luke and Paul also destroy the so-called Silesian?) touto, which, 
placed at the end of Christ’s words, was made to say: “My body, 
which is given for you,” is touto, namely, a spiritual nourishment. 
Luther says: 

“Well, then, since Luke here sets the touto with the cup and 
says, ‘This cup,’ let us turn this text around and say: “The new 
testament in My blood, which is shed for you,’ is this cup, namely, 
a spiritual drink. What do you think of this? A bodily cup is a 
spiritual drink.” (XX:1055.) 

“Thus the heedless spirits fare.” (XX:1055.) Luther calls 
attention to the fact that, taking advantage of Mark and Matthew 
where the touto stands alone, the Sacramentarians did not con- 
sider Luke, who puts them to shame. He concludes this point by 
saying: “If, however, the touto with the cup cannot be distorted and 
made into a spiritual touto, then, of course, the touto with the 
bread can just as little be so treated, and so the Silesian touto lies 
as deeply in the dust as Carlstadt’s touto.” (XX:1056.) 

“Oecolampadius also must come before St. Luke’s bar of judg- 
ment with his symbolism. Body and blood, says he, are tropes in 
the Supper and are called the symbol of the body, symbol of the 


1) This point is discussed more fully by Luther in the great treatise 
mainly drawn on in this article. (Cf. XX, 1034.) Luther there shows that 
the words “This is My body” involve a synecdoche, as does the sentence 
“This is wine,’ which, strictly speaking, should read, “This is a bottle, 
and wine.” — Eb. Note. 

2) A view sponsored by Krautwald and Schwenkfeld, who hailed 
from Silesia (Schlesien) .— Ep. Nore. 
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blood. If that is true, then without doubt the blood in Luke’s 
text must also be a trope, that is, the blood’s symbol; for he verily 
speaks of the same blood as do Matthew and Mark; no one can 
deny that. Well, then, according to Oecolampadius, Luke’s text 
must contain the meaning: This cup is a new testament in My 
blood’s symbol, namely, in ordinary wine. This threatens to be- 
come a reckless thing if the new testament is no more than a 
drink of wine, or that a drink of wine has the power of making 
this cup into a new testament; for this is the meaning and inten- 
tion of such an Oecolampadian text.” (XX:1056.) 

“Besides it is not to be endured that ‘new testament’ should 
be a trope, a figurative expression. How would one prove this? 
Where is there an example of such usage? Yes, where would 
common speech remain with which I might want to, or perhaps 
should, speak of the new testament if one would have a sign or 
a figure understood as often as I mentioned the new testament? 
In such a way the new testament would not be the Gospel, or the 
promise of the Spirit or of eternal life, but an old figure, or picture, 
of the coming new testament. And in short, the trope does not 
adapt itself anywhere in the words ‘new testament,’ and much less 
can it be proved with any reason.” (XX:1058 f.) 

“For ‘new testament’ is promise, yes, rather the gift of grace 
and of the forgiveness of sins, that is, the real Gospel, etc. For, 
although the cup is a bodily thing, yet, since it becomes a sacra- 
mental thing with the blood of Christ or with the new testament, 
therefore it is meetly called a new testament, or the blood, so that 
we may point to it and say: This is a new testament, this is Christ’s 
blood, just as in the foregoing the bodily flame of fire is a spiritual 
thing, namely, the angel, and is so called, and the dove the Holy 
Spirit. Therefore, whoever drinks of this cup verily drinks the 
real blood of Christ and the forgiveness of sins, or the spirit of 
Christ, which are received in and with the cup, and no mere 
figure, or sign, of the new testament or of the blood of Christ 
is received here; for that was fitting for the Jews in the Old 
Testament.” (XX:1059.) 

“Just as Oecolampadius lies prostrate here with his trope, or 
symbolism, so also Zwingli with his signifying. For that which 
argues against the symbolizing argues also against the signifying; 
for they mean almost the same. For Zwingli’s text would have to 
read so: This cup signifies the new testament in My blood; that 
would be equivalent to: This cup, by means of the blood which is 
in it, has so much value that thereby it signifies the new testa- 
ment; and so Christ’s blood would have to be only a significa- 
tion, as I have proved concerning Oecolampadius’s symbolism.” 
(XX: 1060.) 





734 Luther’s Position on the Lord’s Supper 


“Luke, however, in this text has one point which no other 
evangelist has, neither has Paul, namely: ‘The cup which is shed 
for you,’ and not, ‘The blood which is shed for you’; for in Greek 
the word which refers to the cup and not to the blood, as no one 
can deny: touto to poterion, etc., ekchunomenon, and not en to 
haimati, etc., ekchunomeno. In Latin one cannot notice this... . 
Of this a fine learned rector reminded me about three or four years 
ago in a certain village, and submitted his opinion to me, that Luke 
should be understood in this way: This cup is the new testament 
in My blood, which cup is poured out for you, that is, given to you, 
across the table and set before you to drink, as one otherwise 
pours wine for the guests out of a can. And one of his reasons 
for this opinion was the fact that Luke, as previously said, asserts 
the ekchunomenon about the cup and not of the blood (as Mat- 
thew and Mark do). He added to this the text of Paul: ‘This is 
My body, which is broken for you,’ that is, distributed and offered 
to you at the table.” (XX: 1060 f.) 

“Since, then, Paul’s text which speaks of the bread or the 
body of Christ is understood concerning the distribution at the 
table and not concerning the giving upon the cross, the text con- 
cerning the cup can of course also be understood in the same 
sense. And so also Matthew and Mark would be found, namely, 
‘This is My body’; in connection with which they say nothing 
about giving, since it is easily noted that He is giving His body 
when He says: ‘This is My body,’ ‘There you have My body.’ So 
also concerning the cup, ‘This is My blood, which is shed for you,’ 
that, distributed at the table, and shed before, for the forgiveness 
of sins. I see nothing in these words that is opposed to such an 
understanding. For also St.Paul, in connection with the cup, 
leaves out the words ‘which is shed for you,’ as though he con- 
sidered that he had said enough; since the bread is broken for 
them, so would also the cup be distributed.” (XX:1061.) 

“Although this understanding has not been held hitherto, 
every one rather having understood the text concerning the giv- 
ing into suffering, and concerning the shedding of the cross, it 
would yet have been no injurious mistake and is not now; for no 
one does wrong by considering Christ’s body and blood given and 
shed for us upon the cross, even though he does it at a place 
where nothing is said or read about it, and with which it is not 
in conflict or contradiction, just as otherwise the dear Fathers 
have often done without danger with the Scriptures at an in- 
appropriate place but in a good and useful intention; so it also 
appears to me as if some of the ancient Fathers had also had this 
understanding, as when they say that Christ’s blood is shed as 
often as one celebrates the Sacrament; and especially Ambrose, 





Luther’s Position on the Lord’s Supper 735 


when he says: Because the blood of Christ, as often as it is 
shed, is shed for sin, I should meetly receive it daily because 
I sin daily. For the word funditur of course means not only to 
shed, but also to pour and to present. Likewise Gregory: The 
blood of Christ is poured into the mouth of the believers, etc.” 
(XX: 1062.) 

“This I say not because I would contend for it as one con- 
vinced; for that of which I am not certain I will teach to no 
one; but I would gladly have it that it were so; ... for then none 
of the Sacramentarians would have any aid or pretext when oppos- 
ing our interpretation. They would have to confess that Christ’s 
body and blood is distributed across the table, His body eaten 
and drunk in the bread and in the cup.” (XX:1062.) 

“True, it may seem as though Matthew and Mark were against 
this interpretation when they say, ‘This is My blood of the new 
testament, which is shed for many,’ Matt. 26:28. This sounds as 
if Christ spoke concerning many who also were not present at the 

Whoever, therefore, inclines to the interpretation 
above might answer —thus or in a similar manner—that Luke 
and Paul spoke concerning the pouring and the giving over the 
table, but indicated also therewith the shedding upon the cross, 
saying that one should do this in remembrance of Him or should 
make known His death; speaking more exactly and more clearly 
than Matthew and Mark.” (XX:1063.) 

“Again, Matthew and Mark speak of the shedding upon the 
cross and are silent concerning the shedding at the table.” (XX: 
1063.) 

“Whoever, however, does not incline to this interpretation, 
replying to the fact that Luke says: ‘The cup is shed for us,’ may 
say: Since cup and blood and new testament are sacramentally 
united, the cup is shed on account of such unity (synecdochically), 
though only the blood is shed, as we have said above that it is 
proper to say of the Son of God that He died although only His 
humanity died, and that the Holy Ghost is seen although only 
the dove is seen, and that the angel is seen although only a brilliant 
form is seen, etc. If any one considers this too shallow or silly, let 
him present something better or let him permit the aforementioned 
opinion to stand. I hold the reply sufficient; for we also so see, 
and drink of, the cup, that is, Christ’s blood. For us there is no 
danger but only advantage, whichever opinion of the two we retain, 
both of them being good and right; for both are in fact true, 
namely, that Christ’s body is given both at the table and at the 
cross; even if we do not find it at the right place in the Scriptures 
(as has happened to many saints), we do not expound Scripture 
incorrectly. To the Sacramentarians it is a matter of great con- 





736 Luther’s Position on the Lord’s Supper 


cern, for if this is not the true meaning of this text, they have 
nevertheless not improved their case; but if it is, then they lie 
completely in the ash-heap.” (XX:1063 f.) 

Taking up the fourth text specifically, Luther says: 

“The fourth and last is St.Paul who says, 1 Cor. 11:23-25: 
“For I have received of the Lord that which also I delivered unto 
you, That the Lord Jesus, the same night in which He was be- 
trayed, took bread; and when He had given thanks, He brake it 
and said, Take, eat; this is My body, which is broken for you; this 
do in remembrance of Me. After the same manner also He took 
the cup when He had supped, saying, This cup is the new testa- 
ment in My blood; this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance 
of Me.” (XX:1064.) 

“If I were as learned as Carlstadt or Zwingli in the Greek 
language, I would prove mightily from this text that in the bread 
the true body of Christ is eaten. For Erasmus shows that no ‘is’ 
stands with the bread, but so: phagete; touto emou soma, which 
I would translate thus: ‘Take, eat this My body, which is broken 
for you.’ This would be a word-for-word translation, without 
my skipping one little dot, and so I would nicely and easily have 
won. But since I am not so learned, I must let that go, lest I also 
use an article for a pronoun or invent an alloeosis and use one 
case for another.” (XX:1064.) 

“Paul is the real teacher and apostle sent among us Gentiles, 
and he speaks out freely and sufficiently and says: ‘Take, eat; 
this is My body, which is broken for you.’” (XX:1065.) 

“For he sets the word ‘my’ hard after the word touto, or ‘this,’ 
which none of the rest do. In addition, as some texts are said to 
read, he leaves out the little word ‘is,’ just as Luke leaves it out 
in connection with the cup. These two little bits the Holy Spirit 
offers us for our strengthening that we might be certain that 
Christ’s body is in the bread. For although it means the same 
among us when I say: “This is My body,’ and, ‘This My body,’ or 
‘Here my body’; yet the presence of the body is expressed more 
clearly and more certainly when I say: “This My body,’ or ‘Here 
My body,’ and the spirits of dissension, together with the Sacra- 
mentarians, cannot so easily disport themselves therein as in the 
expression ‘This is My body.’” (XX:1065.) 

“Now, there is no doubt that Christ speaks such words over 
against the old paschal lamb, which He is herewith abrogating, 
as if He should say: ‘Hitherto you have eaten the lamb and an 
animal’s body; but here now, in the place of it, there is My body; 
‘My, My,’ I say most discriminatingly. Therefore Paul stresses 
the word ‘My’ so industriously, so that he, in a new manner, sets 
it soon after the word ‘this’ and says: ‘This My,’ as if he wanted 
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to bind it to it in such a manner that it would become one word 
with ‘this,’ whereas ‘My’ and ‘body’ belong more closely together. 
All of this he does in order that he might express as clearly as 
possible the presence of the body of Christ in the Sacrament.” 
(XX: 1065 f.) 

“ ‘Which is broken for you.’ Of this we have said much above, 
that the Scriptures do not permit ‘broken’ to mean Christ’s suffer- 
ing. The Sacramentarians may say it, as they say other things 
also; but they can never prove it; for, we must not interpret or 
use the word ‘broken’ according to our wilfulness but according 
to the usage of Scripture. Now, ‘broken’ in the Scriptures means, 
especially where it is used concerning bread or eating, as much 
as to break into pieces and to distribute, in such a way as also 
such broken bread in the Greek, in the Latin, and in the German 
language is designated as a fragment. ... Hence this text strongly 
asserts that Christ’s body is ‘broken’ at the table and parted into 
pieces, bitten, crunched, and eaten, as other bread is, yet in the 
form of bread or in the bread, etc.” (XX:1066.) 

“‘This cup, the new testament, is in My blood.’ Now it may 
be that this text means just the same as when I say: ‘This cup is 
the new testament in My blood.’ Still St. Paul surely did not place 
the ‘is’ in vain after the word ‘new testament,’ and not before. 
The Holy Spirit wanted to guard against the future dissensionists. 
For St. Paul sets his text so as to read that this cup, which is a new 
testament, is such in Christ’s blood; and so he calls the cup ex- 
plicitly the new testament. If the Sacramentarians had as much 
text for themselves as we have, how they would defy us and boast! 
Now, then, the new testament cannot be ordinary wine or cup.” 
(XX: 1066 f.) 

“Their argument that ‘new testament’ here means a sign, or 
figure, of the new testament has been sufficiently and mightily 
answered above. For they say it and do not prove it.” (XX:1067.) 

“In conclusion, when we compare the evangelists and Paul, so 
that they stand together as one man, they suffer no tutoists, no 
tropists, and no significationists. Whenever the tropists want to 
get at Matthew and Mark, claiming that blood must be called the 
symbol of the blood, then Luke and Paul rush forth and overthrow 
the tropists with might, and they show by means of their text 
that blood cannot mean symbol of blood or be a trope, because 
the Sacramentarians themselves neither make, nor are able to 
make, a blood symbol in this text, ‘This cup is the new testament 
in My blood’; therefore, of course, in Matthew and Mark the same 
blood must also be without a trope because it is one and the same 
blood about which all four of them speak.” (XX:1069 f.) 

“If, however, they undertake to get at Luke and Paul and 

47 
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make a trope out of the words ‘new testament,’ that is, a symbol 
of the new testament, then Matthew and Mark rush forth together 
with Luke and Paul and again overthrow them and show them that 
‘new testament’ cannot be a trope. And the Sacramentarians also 
themselves do not make, and cannot make, the words ‘new testa- 
ment’ in Matthew and Mark a trope, as little as they can do this 
in Luke and in Paul. For it cannot be tolerated that I should say 
in Matthew and Mark, ‘This is My blood of a figurative new 
testament.’ For Christ’s blood is not a blood of a figurative testa- 
ment or of an old testament blood, but of the new, which consists 
in His blood; and the same new testament must indeed be under- 
stood in Luke and in Paul as in Matthew and in Mark, since, of 
course, all four of them spoke of one and the same testament. So 
Matthew and Mark hold the words ‘new testament’ fast, purely and 
simply, without any trope. Luke and Paul hold the blood fast, 
purely and simply, without any trope.” (XX:1070.) 

“Therefore the text must remain standing for us as the words 
read. This, I hope, has been mightily fought out and has well 
secured our conscience, that our understanding is right and that 
of the Sacramentarians is not only uncertain but also false.” 
(XX: 1070.) 

“Of course, it is a miraculous thing that Christ’s body and 
blood are in the Sacrament; indeed, it is not visibly there; it is 
enough for us, however, that we conceive through the Word and 
faith that it is there.” (XX, 1070.) 

“And where are all the rest who palaver that there is no 
forgiveness of sins in the Sacrament? St.Paul and Luke say that 
the new testament is in the Supper and not the sign or the figure 
of the new testament. ... For Christians should have the new 
testament itself, without figure or sign. They may indeed have it 
hidden in a strange [foreign] form; but they must have it truly 
and really [now]. If, then, the new testament is in the Supper, 
then forgiveness of sins, Spirit, grace, life, and eternal salvation 
must be therein. And all this is comprehended in the Word; for 
who would know what is in the Supper if the words did not an- 
nounce it?” (XX:1071.) 

“Therefore see what a beautiful, great, wonderful thing it is, 
how it is all interwoven, the one with the other, and is one Sacra- 
ment. The words are the first; for without words the cup and the 
bread would be nothing. Further, without bread and the cup the 
body and the blood would not be there. Without the body and 
the blood of Christ the new testament would not be there. With- 
out the new testament the forgiveness of sins would not be there. 
Without forgiveness of sins life and eternal salvation would not be 
there. Thus the words first comprehended the bread and the cup 
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with the Sacrament. Bread and cup comprehend the body and 
the blood of Christ. Body and blood of Christ comprehend the 
new testament. The new testament comprehends forgiveness of 
sins. Forgiveness of sins comprehends eternal life and salvation. 
Behold, all of this the words of the Supper offer and convey to us, 
and we grasp it by faith. Should not the devil, then, be inimical 
to such a Supper and awaken Sacramentarians against it?” 
(XX: 1071 f£.) 

“Since, now, all of this forms one sacramental entity, one can 
well and properly say of each part of it as of the cup: This is 
Christ’s blood, this is the new testament, there is forgiveness of 
sins, there is life and salvation, just as I point to Christ and say: 
This is God, this is the Truth, the Life, Salvation, Wisdom, etc.” 
(XX: 1072.) 

“Paul says, 1 Cor. 11:26: ‘As often as ye eat this bread and 
drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death till He come.’.. . 
Because the cup has become one entity with the drink, therefore 
the cup here means the drink in the cup. This is the usage of 
speech in all languages.” (XX:1072.) 

“However, the Sacramentarians hop over the word ‘this,’ yes, 
put it out of their eyes and glare alone at the words ‘bread’ and 
‘cup.’... When they now cry: Paul does not say here: ‘As often 
as ye eat the body of Christ,’ etc., then you shall say: Nevertheless 
he does say it here. Where? With what text? Then say: By 
means of the word ‘this.’ Look at this word, and you will find 
therein the text: ‘This is My body, this is the new testament in 
My blood’; for the word ‘this’ repeats this text and lays it before 
your very nose.” (XX:1074.) 

“Paul says, 1 Cor. 10:27: ‘Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this 
bread and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty 
of the body and blood of the Lord.’ . . . We praise God as we see 
how Paul by means of the word ‘this’ ever again repeats and in- 
troduces this text, ‘This is My body,’ as we have said above, and, 
in addition thereto, emphasizes this fact all the more clearly when 
he says: ‘Whosoever shall eat this bread unworthily, he is guilty,’ 
not against mere bread, nor against the sign of the body of Christ, 
but ‘of the body of the Lord.’” (XX:1075 f.) 

... “Here St. Paul says: One sins against the parts of a person 
as against the body and the blood of Christ; that is more precise 
and more exact than against the majesty or the rule of Christ.” 
(XX: 1080.) 

Paul says, 1 Cor.11:29: “For he that eateth and drinketh 
unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not dis- 
cerning the Lord’s body.” 

. .. “We understand this passage according to the words as 
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they read, that the Corinthians had eaten the bread with such a 
lack of understanding or reason as if it were mere bread and held 
that there was no difference between this bread and other bread; 
this is indeed to eat the body of Christ unworthily. Therefore 
he admonished them that they should examine themselves and find 
out who they are and what they hold of this bread. For if they 
do not believe it to be Christ’s body, or if they use it as if it were 
not the body of Christ, then they do not discern the body of Christ, 
which would not remain unpunished.” (XX:1081.) 

“Now we will also see the text of Paul, 1 Cor. 10:16: ‘The cup 
of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood 
of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion 
of the body of Christ?’ This text I have praised, and I still praise 
it, as my heart’s joy and my crown. For it not only says: ‘This 
is Christ’s body,’ as is said in the Supper, but it names the bread 
which is broken and says: “This bread is Christ’s body’; yes, ‘the 
bread which we break’ is not only the body of Christ but the 
distributed body.” (XX:1082 f.) 

“Here you must note first that he is speaking of the bodily 
bread, which we break in the Lord’s Supper; no one can deny 
that. Then it is also certain that in such a bodily breaking, or 
supper, there must be not only saints and worthy ones but also 
unworthy ones like Judas and his kind. You have also heard that 
‘is’ cannot and may not mean ‘signify’ in any language on earth 
but that it speaks of the nature of a thing wherever it stands. 
Finally, ‘communion’ here means the common good, of which 
many are partakers and which many enjoy, as the thing which is 
given among them to all in general. The same may be received 
in a twofold manner, bodily and spiritually. For a common thing 
means a thing of which many in general partake, as a common 
spring, common streets, a common acre, meadows, wood, fire, etc. 
For it cannot here mean the communion of faith in the heart; 
for the text here speaks of such common property, which one 
should receive and enjoy, such as bread and the cup. For he 
says: ‘The bread which we break, the cup which we bless,’ and 
afterward: ‘For we, being many, are one bread and one body; for 
we are all partakers of that one bread,’ 1 Cor. 10:17. Therefore it is 
now certain that koinonia, the communion of the body of Christ, 
is nothing else than the body of Christ, distributed as a common 
property among many and given to partake of.” (XX:1087.) 

“Paul then says: “The bread which we break is the com- 
munion of the body of Christ’; that is, whoever partakes of this 
broken bread partakes of the body of Christ, as of a common 
good, distributed among many; for the bread is such a common 
body of Christ, says Paul. This is said clearly and ruggedly, so 
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that no one can understand it otherwise unless he change the 
words. And not only the worthy partake of this bread but also 
Judas and the unworthy; for the breaking of the bread takes 
place for good and bad alike. Moreover, it is impossible that the 
bad receive it spiritually; for they have neither Spirit nor faith; 
and Christ also has no more than one body.” (XX:1087 f.) 

“If, now, the unworthy partake of Christ’s body and receive 
it in common, then it must be in a bodily and not in a spiritual 
way, since there is no partaking except either bodily or spiritually. 
... Therefore of necessity the real, true body of Christ must be 
bodily in the bread which we break in order that the unworthy 
may partake of it bodily, since they cannot partake of it spiritually, 
as this passage of Paul reads: “The bread which we break is the 
communion,’ that is, the common body, ‘of Christ,’ distributed 
among those who receive the broken bread.” (XX:1088.) 

“The bread here also cannot be a spiritual bread; for St. Paul 
indeed speaks of the same bread of which he has spoken before: 
‘The bread which we break.’ Such bread is ‘one’ bread; there- 
fore, also, it makes a special group and body of those who are 
partakers of it; not one body of Christ, but straightway one body.” 
(XX: 1089.) 

“In sum, Paul speaks here at this entire place of no spiritual 
or figurative but only of a bodily communion, or communion of 
a common bodily thing, which is distributed. This you shall see 
in all the passages and examples which he uses. First in this: 
‘We ... are one bread and one body; for we are all partakers of 
that one bread,’ 1 Cor.10:17. In order that you would have to 
understand the communion here as bodily, he says that it is one 
bread, namely, that of which he speaks in the text: “The bread 
which we break,’ of which we are all partakers. Now, the broken 
bread cannot be a spiritual bread; therefore also its distribution, 
its breaking or its communion, is not spiritual.” (XX:1090.) 

“Consider the other passage: ‘Behold Israel after the flesh; are 
not they which eat of the sacrifices partakers of the altar’ (in 
communion with the altar)? 1 Cor.10:18. Here indeed there is 
no spiritual or figurative communion; for ‘to eat of the sacrifices’ 
is to partake bodily of the altar or to be bodily a partaker of the 
altar. And the altar with its sacrifice is indeed also a bodily 
thing, bodily common and distributed among the eaters of the 
sacrifices. So is also our bread a bodily communion, distributed 
among us. If, however, the bread is broken, distributed, and 
received by us bodily among all, then also the body of Christ is 
broken, distributed, and received. For the broken bread is the 
common or distributed body of Christ, as Paul says: ‘The bread 
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which we break is the communion of the body of Christ,’ 1 Cor. 
10:16.” (XX: 1090.)® 

“So we have this strong text still fast and pure over against 
the naked, miserable glosses of the Sacramentarians. Even though 
they do not accept nor believe ail of this, we have therewith shown 
reason and cause enough why we are forced to hold to our un- 
derstanding. For even if I were a Turk, Jew, or heathen who held 
nothing of the Christian faith and yet heard or read such scrip- 
ture concerning the Sacrament, I would have to say: I indeed do 
not believe in the Christian doctrine; but this I must say: If they 
want to be Christians and adhere to their doctrine, then they 
must believe that Christ’s body and blood are eaten and drunk 
bodily in the bread and wine.” (XX:1093.) 

Springfield, Ill. H. B. HEMMETER 


<<>> 
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Die Zeit und das Bud Yoels 

Der nadjte der Heinen Propheten, den wir in den Kreis diefer 
fleinen Studien giehen wollen, ift der Prophet Soel, byt, das heift, 
sebovah ijt Gott; und diefelben Schwierigfeiten, die uns gundadft bei 
Obadja entgegentraten, twiederholen fich hier. Gofort entfteht die 
Frage: Wann hat denn Yoel gewirkt und geweisfagt? Der iiberfdrift 
fonnen twir nichts entnehmen. Gonjt merden getwohnlich in den itber- 
fdriften neben dem Namen und der HSerfunft de3 Propheten auc die 
Kinige genannt, unter denen er lebte und mirkte; fo fdjon bei dem bald 
folgenden Amos, two Yerobeam II. von YSrael ausdriidlich genannt 
wird; ebenjo bei Oofea, wo wiederum Yerobeam bon Srael und Mfia 
bon Suda genannt werden; und dann bei Sefaja, wo die vier Kinige 
im Reidhe Juda Ufia, Yotham, AWhas und Hisfia aufgefiihrt werden. 
Aber die iberfdrift bes Buches Yoel ijt gang fdlidt und einfad: ,,Dies 
ift das Wort de HErrn, das gefdeben ift gu Yoel, dem Sohn Pethuels”, 
B.1. Hier ift gum erften Male aud) der Name de3 Vaters genannt, 
Pethuel, freilich ohne dak dies un viel Hilft, da diefer Pethuel uns 
eben fonjt gang unbefannt ijt. Wher gerade diefe einface itberjfdrift 
geigt wieder twie bet Obadja das Hobe Alter diefes prophetifden 
Buches an. Wir halten uns nun gegentwartig, was wir fdon bet Obadja 
erfannt haben (Wugujtheft, S. 600), dak namlic) Yoel offenbar aud 
eine Ratajtrophe, die itber das Kinigreich Yuda ergangen ijt, im Auge 
hat, dak er diefelben Feinde nennt, von denen wir bet Obadja horten, 


3) Luther’s tremendous emphasis on the Real Presence is scriptural. 
However, to say that the body of Christ is broken in Holy Communion 
is not warranted by the text. — Ep. Nore. 
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namligh die Phinigier mit ihren Hauptitadten Tyrus und Sidon, die 
Philijter, die mit den Arabern nad 2 Chron. 21, 16.17 Yerujalem ver- 
gewwaltigten, die Cdomiter, die, wie Boel 3,24 (19) ausdriidlich gefagt 
wird, einen Frebvel an den Kindern Buda begangen und unfduldig Blut 
in ifrem Lande vergoffen batten. Wir bedenfen ferner, daB im 3. Kapitel 
gerade bon den Cinwohnern bon Tyrus und Sidon dies als Siinde ge- 
nannt wird, dak fie Die Kinder Judas und die Kinder Jerufalems ver- 
fauft haben den Griedhen; da8 find die fleinajfiatifden Grieden oder 
Yonier nach dem hebraifden Wort oy. Wir werden darum bald gu 
bem Seluf fommen, dak auch Yoel einer der alteften unter den Pro- 
pheten ijt und dah die Linie bon Obadja gu Yoel fiihrt, dab er alfo nad 
dem frommen Rinig Yofaphat und nach dem gottlofen Rinig Yoram, 
beide im Reide Quda, gelebt hat; denn er weift auch deutlid) hin auf 
den Sieg Yofaphats im Lobetal (in the valley of Berachah), 2 Chron. 
20, 26, und ebenfo auf die bet Obadja befprodene Eroberung und Pliin- 
derung Serufalems unter Yoram, tenn er Rap. 3, 7—11 (2—6) Yeho- 
vah fagen lapt: 3c will alle Heiden gufammenbringen und will fie in 
bas Tal Yofaphat hinabfiihren und will mit ihnen dafelbjt redhten von 
wegen meines BVolf3 und meines CErbteils Ysrael, das fie unter die 
Heiden Zerftreuct und fid) in mein Land geteilt, und das Los um mein 
BVolf gewworfen haben und haben die Knaben um Speije gegeben und die 
Magdlein um Wein verfauft und vertrunfen, .. . mein Silber und Gold 
und meine fchinen Keinodien genommen, . . . dDagu aud) die Kinder 
Sudas und die Kinder Derujalem3 verfauft den Griechen.” 

Und dagu fommen noc) andere Momente. Wir wollen nur dies 
eine herbvorheben, dak das gange Buch Yoels das Beftehen des rechten 
Gottesdienjtes vorausfebt. Das Volf bringt durch die Priefter die bor= 
gefdjriebenen Opfer dar; e3 verfammelt fich auf dem Berge Bion im 
Tempel des HErrn; e3 veranftaltet einen gropen Bub-, Bet= und Faft- 
tag. Das pat, twwie auch nambafte neuere Forfder anerfennen, am 
beften auf die Beit des KRinigs Yous von Buda, der auf Yoram, deffen 
Sohn AWhasja und deffen greuliche Mutter, die Tyrannin Athalja, folgte; 
und gwar pat e3 am bejften auf die Sabre de3 Boas, in denen Ddiefer 
alS junger Rinig, al3 Kind bon fieben Jahren, nod) unter dem feil- 
jamen Cinfluk feines baterliden Befchiibers und Freundes, de3 Hobhen- 
priefter Nojada, jtand, etwa 887—857, gehn bis dreifig Jahre nad 
Obadja, 2 Kin. 11.12; 2 Chron. 22—24. Wir erfennen auch bei ge- 
nauerer Unterjudung, daB Yoel gu der fpateren Prophetie aus der Beit 
Ufias bon Buda und Jerobeams II. von VSrael in dem offenbaren Verz 


1) Die Kapitel= und VerSeinteilung in der deutfden und englijdhen Bibel 
ift berfdhieden. Die deutfche fchlieBt nach der Einteilung in der hebrdifden Bibel 
Kap. 2 mit B. 27 ab und beginnt, was auch inhaltlich beffer pabt, ein neues 
RKapitel, waihrend die englifde Bibel noch fiinf Berfe im gweiten Kapitel hat. 
Veffer ift eS auch, dak die hebriifche Bibel mit Kap. 3, 6 ein neues RKapitel, das 
vierte, beginnt. 
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haltnis eines Vorbildes fteht, da e3 faum einen Propheten bon Yona 
und Amos an gibt, bet dem man nidht Reminisgengen aus Yoel durd- 
hort. Gerade bei dem Studium der Propheten ijt e3 bemerfen3wert und 
widtig, gu beadten, wie ihre Verkiindigung getviffermagken eine Rette 
bildet, wie der fpatere Prophet fic) an den friiheren anlehnt, deffen Worte 
gebraudt und mandmal gugleid weiter ausfiihrt. €8 ift eine toun- 
Derfdine Rette, die fich fo durch die prophetifden Sdriften des Gottes- 
bolfes erjtredt. Gaffen wir diefen Punkt im Borbeigehen ins Auge. 
Bei Obadja hirten wir, dak auf dem Berge Bion nod etliche errettet 
werden follen, 8.17. Bet Boel Horen wir in unverfennbarer Anleh- 
nung an Obadja, dak auf dem Verge Zion und gu Yerufalem eine Er- 
rettung fein twird, Rap. 3,5 (2,32). Bon Obadja hiren wir, dak Cdom 
beftraft werden foll um de3 Frevel3 willen an feinem Bruder Yafob be- 
gangen, B.10; bei Joel lefen wir, dak Edom eine wiifte Cindde werden 
foll wegen de3 Frevel an den Kindern Judas begangen, Kap. 3, 24 (19). 
Von Obadja hirten wir, dak Fremde und Auslander gu den Toren 
Serujalem3 eingogen und iiber Yerufjalem das Los warfen, B.11; bei 
Noel lefen wir, dak die Heiden das Los um Gotte3 Volf geworfen haben, 
Kap.3,8 (3). Bon Yoel hiren wir, dak Gott gnadig und barmber- 
gig ijt. ,Bekehret euch gu dem HErrn, eurem Gott; denn er ift gnadig, 
barmbergig, geduldig und bon groger Giite, und reuet ihn bald der 
Strafe”, Rap. 2,13. Bei Yona lefen wir dann, wie Yona gu Gott jagt: 
nO weif, Dak du gnadig, barmberzig, langmiitig und bon groker Giite 
bift und laffeft dich de3 TibelS reuen”, Rap. 4,2; und beide Stellen find 
eine Verwendung de alten Thoratwortes 2 Mof.34,6.7. Und erwahnt 
mag noch werden, dak Amos dann feine Weisfagung mit einem Wus- 
fpruch Yoel3 beginnt, dak er alfo offenbar QYoelS Bud fennt und als 
Mujter und Vorbild bor Augen hat. Denn das fdhine Bild, das beide 
gebrauden, dak ,, die Berge mit fiikem Wein triefen und die Hiigel mit 
Mild flieBen werden”, Yoel 3,23 (18), und ,,dak die Verge mit fiiRem 
Wein triefen und alle Giigel frudtbar fein werden”, Wmos 9,13, wird 
nit auf Zufall beruben, fondern ein Gedanfengufammenbhang liegt ihm 
gugrunde. Wuch ift offenbar, dak Amos feine Weisfagung mit derfelben 
Drohung anfangt, mit der Yoel die feinige fdliekt; val. Yoel 3,21 (16) 
und W%mos 1,2. Go ijt e3 eine wobhlbegriindete Annahme, daB Yoel in 
die Stelle gehirt, die wir ihm aniweifen, unter dem frommen jungen 
RKinig Yoas. CSolde Veriicfidtigung der Beit und der Nebenumftande 
eines biblijden Buches ift nicht iiberfliiffig, fondern dient immer zum 
befjeren Verjtandnis und gu tieferer Crfajfung feines Ynhalts; und e3 
ijt ridtig, was der nachmalige tiidjtige und fonferbativ geridtete neu- 
geitliche Ereget Konrad von Orelli fon in feinen Studienjahren in 
einem Griefe an einen Freund fagte: Die Eregefe gieht mich ftets un- 
geheuer an, und ich freue mich fehr, dak Du ifr auch Gefdhmad abge- 
winnen fannft, twas leider heutgutage bei wenigen der Fall ift. Go ein 





as Su S 
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eingig RKapitel eines Propheten mit redhtem Verftandnis der Sprache 
und der biftorifden Situation Tefen gu fonnen — meld) ein Genub!“? 

Aber was ift nun YoelS Thema und prophetijde AWufgabe? Er 
nennt gleid) am Anfang feines Bude und dann durd) die beiden erjten 
Rapitel hindurd al8 Veranlaffung feiner Predigt eine fdredlide Heu- 
fredenplage, die, wie immer, mit grofer Diirre berbunden war. Wir 
wollen jebt nicht gu biel Raum in Anfpruch nehmen mit der Erirterung, 
was mit den Heufdrecden gemeint ift, die far den AusgangSpuntt der 
Predigt Yoels bilden. Die Meinungsverfdiedenheit und Disputation, 
ob e3 twirflide Geufdjrecten waren oder ob mit den Heufdreden feind- 
lide Heere gemeint feien, geht fort bis auf den heutigen Tag. Luther 
hat auch in feiner BVorrede gu Yoel die Meinung ausgefproden, Rap. 1 
fet allegorifdh gu berftehen, und e feien die feindlicjen Geere der UAffyrier 
gemeint, wenn er fagt: ,,Qm erften Rapitel weisjagt er die gutiinftige 
Strafe iiber das Volf YSrael, dak fie follten bon den Affyriern verderbet 
und tweggefiihrt werden. Und nennt die Affyrier Raupen, Heufdrecen, 
Kafer und Gefdmeif. Denn die Affyrier fraken das Konigreid) Ysrael, 
ein Stiic nach dem andern, bis fie e3 gar verderbten.“®» Luther hat 
jedoch in feiner Auslegung diefe3 herrlicjen fleinen Buches das ridtige 
bucdhftablide Verftandnis, dak e3 wirklich Heufdhrecfen waren, vertreten; 
nur bat fein Tifdgenoffe Veit Dictrid, der fonft fo groke Verdienfte hat, 
mit gutgemeintem, aber bier berfehrtem Cifer eigenmadtig Luthers ur- 
fpriinglice Meinung verfehrt, und erft in neuerer Beit ift dies durch 
handjdhriftlide Unterfudungen guredjtgeftellt worden. Die Weimarer 
Ausgabe der Werke Luthers bemerft darum treffend: Dietrich) hat 
»Luthers Meinung oft unterdriidt, ja ins Gegenteil verfehrt”, und unz 
fere St. Nouifer Wusgabe hat in der dreifaden Darbietung der Vor- 
lefung Luthers diefe Unterfuchungen beurteilt und vertwertet. Luther 
fagt da gang richtig: , Bon dem erften Rapitel diefes Propheten ijt das 
meine Meinung, dak er im erjten RKapitel nichts mweisfagt, fondern, twie 
id gefagt habe, einfach die gegentwartige Hiftorie ergahlt bon jenem Verz- 
derben und bon der Vernidtung der Gachen und aller Friidhte de3 Lanz 
deS, Die er gefehen hatte... . Go ift died die Summa de3 erjten 
Kapitels, und der Prophet geht in demfelben mit nidts anderm um, als 
daB er das Volf der Yuden fehredt durch jene3 bor Augen geftellte Ver- 
derben, twelches der HErr gefendet hatte, damit fie, fo gefdrect, Buge 
tun und fich erfennen miditen.“* Aber e3 follte mirflid) feine Mei- 
nungSberfdiedenheit mehr beftehen, da alle Griinde, die die Vertreter 


2) Konrad von Orelli; von Ernft Kappeler, S. 161. 

3) St. Qouifer Wusgabe, XIV, 57. 

4) VI, 1416—1417. Die drei Bearbeitungen der Vorlefung Luthers finden 
fidh in diefem VI. Bande der St. Qouifer Wusgabe, Kol. 1414, 1478, 1650, ebenfo 
ausfithrlidere Unmerfungen D. Hoppes itber diefe Sache und die Erwahnung, dak 
Luther mit Dietrihs Urbeit nicht gufrieden war. Die Weimarer Ausgabe bez 
handelt diefe Sade in ihrem XIII. Band in einer 30 Seiten umfaffenden Cin- 
leitung de8 Qutherforfders Paul Koffmane. 
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der allegorijdhen Auffajfung der Heufdhrecden vorbringen, fich moh! 
twiderlegen laffen und gum Teil fogar fiir die buchftablide Auffaffung 
fpredjen. Wir bemerfen nur das Folgende: Die allegorifde Auffaffung 
von feindliden Heereshaufen fand jich fon im Targum de3 Jonathan, 
bei den meiften Rircdhenvatern und findet fic) in neuerer Beit bet Haver- 
nid, Hilgenfeld, Sengftenberg, Sellin und andern. Sengitenberg dadjte 
an ,augivartige Feinde”, die ,,fic) Dem Propheten in der inneren An- 
fdauung als ein alles verheerender Geujdrecenjdwarm darftellen” © 
Gellin dadhte mit Gregmann an den eSchatologifden Feind aus dem 
Norden, bon dem namentlid auc Hefefiel, 38,17 (Gog und Magog), 
rede. Doh die Mehrgzahl der neueren Forfder vertritt die buchftablice 
Saljung: Hofmann, Delibfdh, Keil, der in feinem Kommentar die Frage 
ausfiihrlider behandelt (S. 121—125), Lange-Schmoller, Bewer im 
International Critical Commentary, Wellhaujen, Marti, Nowad, nad- 
dem BVochart in feinem Hierozoicon durd) den Nachweis genauer tiber- 
einftimmung mit der Naturgefdidte diefer Erflarung das itbergetwidt 
berfdafft hatte. MNowact betont, dak die ganze Schilderung nicht ,,cine 
Weisfagung fommender Dinge”, fondern ein ,,Riicblicé auf vergangenc 
Creignijfe” ift.? 

Sir die bucdhftablide Auffaffung der Heufdrecten als einer gu Yocls 
Zeiten gegentvartigen Landplage fei furg folgendes bemerft: C8 ift 
fichere hermeneutifde Regel, dak man fo lange am budjtabliden Ginn 
eineS Wortes fefthalten foll, als man nicht swingende Griinde hat, da- 
bon abgugehen; und folche Griinde find hier nicht borhanden. Das Wort 
fiir Heufdrece ijt hier das getwihnlicdje hebraifde Wort Haw von nay, 
biel fein, weil eben die Heufdrecen immer in zahllofer Menge auftreten. 
Und twenn Rap. 1, 4; 2, 25 nod andere Worte gebraucht werden: 
Raupen, Kafer und Gefdmeif, im Englijden palmer-worm, canker- 
worm, caterpillar, fo find da nur andere Begeidnungen der Heufdrece 
nach ihrer gefrakigen Tatigfeit: Nager, Wbfrefjer, Sdroter, die unfere 
Vibeliiberfebungen mit guten deutfden und englifcden Ausdriicfen twie- 
dergegeben haben und die nur verfdiedene Stadien derfelber Tiere, die 
fdjon als eben ausgefrodjene Larven fehr gefrakig find und fich viermal 
hauten, begeidnen. Wenn man fich an der draftifden Schilderung der 
Heufdrecien geftogen hat, dak fie ein madhtiges, zabllofes Volf genannt 
werden, Rap.1,6, dag fie mit Roffen und Reitern, mit Riefen und 
RKriegern und einem gangen Heer verglicjen twerden, Rap. 2, 4.7. 25, fo 
ift gu bedenfen, dag die orientalifde Geufdrecte ein griperes Tier ift 
alg biergulanbde, fo dak fie fogar gur Nahrung dient, 3 Ptof. 11, 22; 
Matth. 3,4, und daB die Schilderung der Heufdrecien hier gang und gar 
der Befdreibung in dem hijtorifden Beridt 2 Mof. 10, 18—1i7 ent- 


5) Chriftologie des Alten Teftaments, 1, 338. 
6) Ginleitung in das Alte Teftament, S. 90. 
7) Die tleinen Propheten, S. 85. 
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fpridjt. Weil fie eine foldhe fdjredlide Landplage find, geben fie aud 
pas Bild Her fiir die apofalyptifde Plage, das offenbar auf unferm Pro- 
pheten rubt, Offend. 9, 3—11. Dak in Palaftina wirklich die Heu- 
fdreden in fataftrophaler Form auftreten, begeugen viele Reifende, unter 
anbdern der berithmte Sdhwede Sven Hedin, auf deffen Bericht von der 
lebten Rataftrophe im Jahre 1915 GSellin veriveijt.2 Ym National 
Geographic Magazine vom Dezember 1915 findet fic) eine Befdhrei- 
bung davon, und in Richters ,,.Miffionsblatt” tourde dariiber beridtet: 
, Gor einigen Monaten waren bereits madhtige, die Sonne verdunfelnde 
Sdhiwarme aus dem Often gefommen, Hatten fice) da und dort nieder- 
gelaffen und ihre Cier maffenbaft abgelegt. Die Regierung lief fie 
einfammeln, aber alle Maknahmen waren offenbar vergeblicgh, und nun 
leidet da3 Land, das von der Kriegslajt [dem Weltfrieg] und dem 
Mangel an Lebensmitteln bedriict wird, noch unter diefer neuen fchtwe- 
ren Priifung! Yn einem Briefe aus Yerufalem vom 29. Mai heift e3: 
Bir haben einen fdweren Tag hinter uns. Unfer ganges Grundftiic 
timmelt bon Seufdreden. Yn Deutfdland fann man fid feinen Be- 
gtiff bon diefer Menge madden; wir waten budftablid) darin. Alles 
miglide haben wir berfucht, um fie losguwerden; aber fchlieblich muften 
wir e3 aufgeben; diefen Milliarden Hiipfern gegeniiber ift der Menjdh 
madtlo3. Weinberge, Gemiife und Baumpflangungen — alle3 radifal 
abgefreffen, nicht ein griine3 Blatt gelaffen. Dabei webt ein fteifer 
Oftwind und im Schatten haben wir eine Hike von 35 Grad R., in der 
Gonne 47 Grad.” (86 R. = 113 F.; 44 R. = 181 F.) Wir haben 
eine gange eihe bon Beridten und BVildern iiber Heufdrecdenplagen 
aus Argentinien, Wujtralien, Afrifa und in unferm eigenen Lande aus 
Teras, Nebrasta, North Dafota, South Dafota und Ydaho gefammelt. 

Die allegorifde AWuffafjung der Heufehrecen wird aud widerlegt, 
wenn twir den Organi3mus de3 gangen Buches betradten. Das Bud 
Hoel befteht namlic aus aivet an Umfang einander gleiden Halften, bon 
denen jede 36 mafforetifde Verfe umfapt. Die jebt iiblide Versteilung 
ijt allerdings erft fpater cingefiihrt worden und riifrt nidt etwwa bon 
Noel felbft her; aber jeder fieht, dak bier die Versteilung fehr paffend ift. 
3 zeigt fid) gerade aud an diefem Puntte, dak das Bud), rein litera- 
tijd) betradhtet, cin fleines Meifterwerf ijt und mit Recht, wenn id ein- 
mal den profanen Wusdrucd gebraudjen darf, der flaffifden Periode der 
altteftamentlidjen Weisfagungsfdriften angehirt. Diefe beiden Halften 
finden fich nach der itberfdrift Rap. 1,2 bis Rap. 2,17 und Rap. 2,19b 
bis Rap. 3, 26. Gie find durd eine gefdicdtlide Bwifdenbemerfung, 
Kap. 2,18.19a, auperlich und innerlich miteinander verbunden. Die 
erjte Oalfte enthalt die Schilderung der Heimfucung und den immer 
dringlidjer werdenden Bupruf de3 Propheten angefidhts der furdtbaren 
Plage der Geufdjrecen und der Diirre. Die giweite Halfte enthalt die 
gottlide Verheipung, dak die Doppelplage befeitigt werden foll, und die 


8) Das Zwilfprophetenbud, S. 151. 
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Anfiindigung einer neuen herrliden Zufunft. Der erfdhiitternde Supruj 
des Propheten ijt eben nicht vbergeblich getwejen; die Priefter haben die 
Bitte des Volfes vor Kehovah gebradt, Rap. 2,17, und die reide Ver- 
heifung ijt die Erhirung, die Gott dem Volfe fundtut durd den Nund 
feines Bropheten. 

ihren wir uns dies ettvas genauer bor. Yn der erften Halfte be- 
flagt der Prophet guerjt die beifpiellofe Verheerung, die das Land ge- 
troffen hat, Rap. 1. Wlle Baume und Weideplabe, alle Gaaten jind 
ganglich Durch die Heufdhrecten veriwiiftet, die HGeufchrecen haben fie mit 
ihren Liwengzahnen vernidtet; und daneben geht die brennende, alles 
berfengende Diirre und Trocenheit. Menfden und Vieh, WAcferleute und 
Weingariner, HauStiere und wilde Tiere leiden darunter. Namentlic 
fonnen auch feine Opfer mehr dargebradt twerden, da3 fdlimmite Un- 
qliict fiir Gotte3 Volf. Die Verbindung mit Gott ijt unterbroden. Das 
Heujdrecenheer ijt Darum der Bote de3 nahen Tages Yehovah3, defjen 
Kommen Kap. 2 angefiindigt wird, de3 in’ dir, ein Wusdrud, den tir 
fon bet Obadja finden, B. 15, der miederholt in unferm Buche vor- 
fommt, Rap. 1,15; 2,1.11; 3,4.19, und der dann bald ein tedhnifcer 
Wusdruc wird: der Tag de HErrn, der Tag de3 Geridhts, der lebte Tag. 
Soel ijt durdhiweg zugleidG ein fogenannter eShatologijdher Prophet, der 
auf die Tebten Dinge hintweijt, mie eS alle Propheten mehr oder tweniger 
tun, teil fie die neuteftamentlicje Zeit anfiindigen, die mit cinem Welt- 
geridt ihren AWbfdlup findet.» 

Diefem Tag Fehovahs, defjen Rommen Kap. 2 unter dem Bilde des 
Heujfdhreceneinfalls gefchildert wird, fann man zuborfommen durd twahre 
Bufe, er fann noch abgetwwandt werden, und darum foll die Volfsgemeinde 
flagen twie eine Jungfrau, die ihren verlobten Brautigam betrauert, 
Kap.1,8; und dann ergeht immer dringender an die Priefter, dic 
Mittler de3 Volfe3, die Wufforderung, felber Bue zu tun und durd 
die Pofaune, durch das Shofar, das jebt noch in den orthodoren Syna- 


9) Diefer Begriff ,Tag deS HErrn” ift ein namentlid) bei Yefaja, Yeremia, 
Hefefiel, Amos, Zephanja, Maleachi fo haufig wiederfehrender Begriff, dah er woh! 
einmal eine felbftindige Crirterung verdiente, wie iiberhaupt die ESchatologie der 
Propheten ebenfo wie der neuteftamentliden Schreiber einmal befonderS jur 
Sprache fommen diirfte. Bekt fei nur furz bemerft, dak diefer Begriff ein fom- 
plerer Begriff ift, der durch eine Reihe von Aten und Erecigniffen cingeleitet 
wird, die gleichfam Vorliufer und Garantien fiir da8 legte grofe, allgemeine Welt: 
geridt am Ende der Tage find. Diefe einzelnen Vorgeichen verhalten fic) gur 
Parufie wie fongzentrifcdhe Kreife gu ihrem Mittelpunft. Bede Geridht Gottes ift 
in Diefem Sinne ein ,Zag des HErrn” und ein Vorliufer de3 Siingften Tages, 
fet e8 die Zerftirung Berufalem8 durch die Babylonier im Yahre 587 unter 
Nebufadnezar oder die Eroberung Yerufalems durch die Rimer unter Titus im 
Sahre 70 nach Chrifto oder der Schwarze Tod im Mtittelalter oder der Weltfrieg 
bom Jahre 1914—1918. 8 liegt eine grofe Wahrheit in bem Dichterwort: ,Die 
Weltgefhicte ift das [ridtiger: ein] Weltgericdt”, und in dem andern Wort: 
nDie Weltgefdhidte fdreit nad einem Weltgeridjt.” Dak dieS wirklich biblijde 
Anfdhauung ift, zeigt unter anderm Matth. 16, 27. 28 und Yoh. 21, 22. 23, two 
der Heiland von feiner Wiederfunft redet und faum etioas andereS meinen fann 
al§ fein Rommen gum Geridt itber Yerufalem. 








Kleine Prophetenftudien 749 


gogen am Yom Kippur, dem grofen Verfdhnungstag, geblafen wird, 
einen allgemeinen Supgottesdienft ausgurufen, bet dem felbft Kinder 
und Gauglinge, der Qungbermablte mit feiner Braut, gegen den man 
jonft febr ritcficjtsboll mar und der fjogar vom Rriegsdienjt fret tar, 
5 Mof. 24,5, nicht feblen diirfen. Und wie der Prophet Rap. 1,19 
feine Klage in ein eigenes Gebet gufammenfakt: ,OCrr, dich rufe 
id an”, fo legt er am GchlufR der erften Halfte feiner Rede den 
Krieftern gleidjam die Litanet in den Mund, die fie anftimmen follen, 
Rap. 2,17: ,OErr, {hone deines Vols und lak dein Erbteil nicht gu- 
jdanden werden, da Heiden iiber fie herrfden!“ (“that the heathen 
should rule over them”); richtiger iiberjebt: ,daR Heiden iiber fie 
fpotten”; Gmith-Goodjpeed, An American Translation: “that they 
should become a by-word among the nations”. ,Warum willjt du 
laffen unter den Bolfern fagen: Wo ift nun ihr Gott?” Das ift ein 
Ausruf, der auch fonjt sfter3 borfommt. Er befagt, dak Gott e3 nicht 
pulden fann, dak e3 feine Chre angreift, wenn er die Heiden iiber fein 
Cigentumsvolf Bsrael fo fpotten lagt. 

Cin folder Bupgottesdienft ijt auch gujtande gefommen, und deffen 
Erfolg befdreibt der Prophet mit Worten, die wir aber nicht, wie die 
deutfehe und englifde Bibel fie haben, als Futurum iiberfegen diirfen, 
fondern al Smperfeftum, al tempus historicum, Rap. 2,18.19: ,Da 
eiferte Sehovah (betwies LiebeSeifer) fiir fein Land und fdonte feines 
Volf3. Da anttwortete Jehovah und fprad gu feinem Volf.” Diejes 
Antworten Yehovahs begieht fich eben auf die Bugebete der Priefter 
und der Gemeinde. Gott erhirte diefe, und die Frucht diefer Crhirung 
ijt Die Troftweisfagung, die der Prophet vielleicht noch mitten in der 
Feftverfammlung ausjpradh. Der Geift Gottes fam iiber ihn, und 
pas er fprad, ift Dann der Ynhalt der gweiten Halfte feines Buches 
mit Ddeffen reicher Verheifung. Der Ynhalt diefer Verheipung ift ein 
Doppelter: erft ein duferlider, geitlicer und fodann ein geijtlider, 
immerivahrender Gegen. Und ebenfo entfpreden diefe beiden BVerz 
heifungen einander Dem Snhalt nad. Wir fehen auc Hier wieder die 
Schinheit diejes einen prophetijchen Buches, die Meifterfdhaft der Ge- 
ftaltung, der Darftellung und der Spradje, die faum von einem andern 
Propheten iibertroffen wird. Bundachft will Jehovah das Heujfehrecfenheer 
vernidten, und die wird gang draftifd befdrieben, Rap.2,20. Go- 
dann will er die Bahre der Heujdhrectenveriviijtung und der Diirre 
erjeben, und das gefchieht dDadurdh, dak er wieder den Friihregen und 
dann den Spatregen fallen und den reicdhften Erntefegen folgen apt, 
%.23. Der Friihregen ijt in Palaftina nitig, wenn die Saatforner in 
der Erde Liegen, damit fie aufgehen und wadjen finnen; der Spat- 
regen ijt nétig, um das wadhfende Getreide gur Reife gu bringen, Rap. 
2,21—27. Dies alle3 wird grofe Freude Herborrufen, tie denn der 
Prophet aud) dagu auffordert und mit der Verfiderung fdlieft, dak 
Sehovah inmitten feines Volfes ift und diefes nimmermehr gufdanden 
werden apt. 
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On der gweiten Halfte diefes gweiten Teils des Buches fdhwingt 
fich Dann jedoch die Verheigung Hoher und geht aus der naberen Bu- 
funft biniiber in die fernere Bufunft, tie dad fchon durd die cinleiten- 
den Worte, Rap. 3,1, angedeutet wird: ,und nad diefem”, “And it 
shall come to pass afterward”, was dem hebraijden Grundtert ge- 
nauer entfpridjt: ,Und e3 wird gefdeben, danad will id auggiefen 
meinen Geift.” Gerabde diefe3 ,nad diefem”, “afterwards”, entipridt 
der Zeitbejtimmung in VB. 23 ,vorhin” oder, wie e3 die englijde Bibel 
hat, “in the first”, wobei aber ecigenmadtig von ihr erganat wird, twas 
nidt im Grunbdtert fteht: “in the first month”, bejfer iiberfebt: “at 
first”. %.23 ift namlich der ,Rehrer gur Geredhtigfeit”, der Meffias, 
bverheifen, wie wir in einem wweiteren Artifel iiber unfern Propheten 
erfennen werden, und fehr fain und genau entfpredjen die Worte der 
geitliden Reihenfolge, wie wir fie Dann aud in der Erfitllung bejtatigt 
finden. Crft fommt der Lehrer der Geredhtigfeit, der Mejfias, und dann 
fendet er al feine Gabe vom Himmel den GHeiligen Geijt, wie darum 
aud St. Petrus in der erften Pfingftpredigt, two er die Erfiillung diefer 
Worte berictet, fehr begeichnend jagt: ,Gott hat diefen YEfum auf- 
erwectt, [und] nun er durdh die Rechte Gottes erhihet ijt und empfangen 
hat die Verheigung de3 Heiligen Geiftes bom Vater, hat er ausgegoffen 
die3, das ihr fehet und horet”, Apoft.2,32.33. Das RKommen des 
Meffias und die AusgieRung de3 Geifte3 und das lebte Gericht ftehen 
in enger Beziehung und Verbindung miteinander. Die nabere Bufunft 
und die fernere Zufunft bilden einen ftetigen Fortgang, nur daf die 
dagiwifdenliegenden Ziwifhenraume, die Yntervalle der Beit, nidt aus- 
driidlid angedeutet und ausgefagt werden, wie oft bet den Propheten. 
Der Prophet redet eben, um Yohann AWlbredt BengelS Worte gu ge- 
brauden, ,nidt nad menfdlidem Horologium”, nad menfdlicder 
Stundenrednung, ,,fondern nad gottlidem sinologium”, nach gottlider 
Seitrednung. Dem Doppelbild fiir die nahere Bufunft, dem Geridt 
iiber die Oeufdhreen und dem Regen und der Fruchtbarkeit des 
Landes, tritt ein Doppelbild der ferneren Bufunft an die Geite. 
Sehovah wird nicht bloR Regen ausgiefen auf das durftige, berddete 
Land, er wird auch fpater, in der Fiille der Beit, feinen Geijt aus- 
gieken iiber alles Fleifd, fo dak dann jung und alt, hod und niedrig, 
Manner und Frauen in unmittelbarem Verfehr mit ihm ftehen. Diefe 
Unfiindigung der Ausgiehung de3 Geiftes, Rap. 3,1—5, ift, wie wir 
in einem befonderen Urtifel gu geigen gedenfen, cine der grdpten Ver- 
heihungen des Wlten Teftaments, deren Erfiillung St. Petrus in feiner 
eben ertwabnten Predigt mit vollftandiger mortlider Anfiihrung der 
Worte FoelS angeigt; fie ijt das erfte Ereigni3; und das aweite ift 
dann das ausfiibrlich gefdilderte Geridht iiber das Volferheer, das dem 
Gericht iiber das Heufdhredenheer entfpridt. Rap. 3,3—5 wird diefes 
Geridht in einer turgen Gumma geweisfagt und dann Rap. 3, 6—26 in 
detaillierter Uusfiihrung. Der Tag Yehovahs, der fic) in der Heu- 
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fjredenbvertwiiftung angefiindigt hat, hat fic) nod) vergogen und ift 
hinausgefdoben tworden; aber er fommt, und er fommt unter furdt- 
baren Naturerfdheinungen; und gerettet werden dann nur die wahren 
Xehovahverehrer auf dem Berge Zion, wie Jehovah verheifen hat. 
Und ferner twerden nur gerettet die Entrinnenden, die Behovah ruft, 
pas Heift, die er aus der untergehenden Maffe der Heidenwelt durch 
feinen Gnadenruf herausnimmt, die er befehrt und glaubig madt; mit 
andern Worten: Gerettet wird die aus Yuden und Heiden gefammelte 
Rirche des Neuen Teftament3. Extra ecclesiam nulla est salus. Daf 
Kfingiten und das Endgeridt eng gufammenhangen, twerden wir in 
jenem gtweiten WUrtifel erfennen, wie e3 fon der alte Luther erfannt hat. 

Wie wird aber diefes Geridt am Tage Jehovahs vollgogen? Wie 
wird der Reft Y8raelS und der Reft der Volfer, die ,iibrigen”, Rap. 
3,5, des fcdhlieblichen Geils teilhaftig werden? Jehovah wird alle 
Volfer, die fic) gegen fein Volf und gegen feine RKirde berfiindigt haben, 
in da8 Tal Yofaphat, in das Geridtstal (Mawin’ = Jehovah ridtet), 
Rap. 3,17. 19, verfammeln gum CEntideidungstrieg gegen fein Bolf, 
in der Tat aber gum Gericht wegen feiner Kirche. Die Phdnigier und 
Philijter und CEdomiter, die furg vor Yoel Beit das Reid) Yuda- 
Serufalem fo fehmablic&h befeindet und behandelt haben und dafiir be- 
ftraft werden follen (bgl. das im Auguftheft, S.599—601, gu Obadja 
Bemerfte), werden Hier, wie Hfter3 bet den Propheten, genannt als die 
Reprafentanten der gefamten gottes-, chrijtus- und firchenfeindlicden 
Volferwelt. Dort lakt Jehovah, wie der Prophet ihn anfleht, hernieder- 
fabren feine himmlifden Seerfdaren, BV. 16, twas in der deutfden Bibel 
nicht treffend iiberfebt ijt: ,Dafelbjt wird der HErr deine Starfen 
daniederlegen.” Die englifde Bibel fagt richtig: “Thither cause Thy 
mighty ones to come down, O Lord.” Siefen bimmlifdjen Heer- 
{Haren, den heiligen Cngeln, befiehlt Zehovah, die Gichel an diefes 
reife Erntefeld gu Yegen und dieje iibervolle Kelter gu treten, V.18. 
Wir denfen da gleidh an die Schlugworte FCfu im Gleichnis von dem 
Unfraut unter dem Weizen: ,,Die Ernte ijt das Ende der Welt. Die 
Sdnitter find die Engel... . Des Menjchen Sohn wird feine Engel 
fenden, und fie tverden fammeln aus feinem Reid alle sirgernijfe und 
die Da unredht tun, und werden fie in den Feuerofen twwerfen”, Matth. 
13,39—42. 8 ift cine gang getwaltige, majeftatijde, die Gergen er- 
qreifende Schilderung, die wir hier lefen. Didtgedrangt ftehen die 
Vilfer im Tal der Entfdheidung; e3 wird tiefe Nacht, wie fohon furg 
Rap. 3,4 angedeutet war; die Sonne foll in Finjterni3 und der Mond 
in Blut verwwandelt werden, BV. 20. Yehovahs Stimme ertint aus Bion, 
Simmel und Erde werden beben, BV. 21. Aber dann gieht der Prophet 
einen Schleier bor das Bild. Was in diefem Gericht weiter vor fid 
gebt, lapt er in Dunfel gebiillt, und er fagt nur das eine, dah 
Ssrael, das geiftlide Ysrael des Neuen Teftament3, gefdirmt ift: 
» Der OErr wird feinem Volf eine Zufludt fein und eine Fefte den 
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Rindern Bsracl”, BV. 2ib. Die Berge triefen von Mojt, die Diigel 
ftrimen bon Mild, die Bade von Wafer, eine Quelle wird vom 
Tempel ausgehen. Das find lauter Bilder mit altteftamentliden Aus- 
driiden und Farben, hergenommen vom Gelobten Lande, Hier aber 
nad dem gangen Zufammenbang geiftlid gu verftehen.© Hefefiel fiihrt 
dies Dann Iweiter aus in feinem groken Gefidt von dem neuen Tempel, 
der neuteftamentliden Rirde, Rap.47, und die auf Hefekiel rubende 
Offenbarung St. Yohanni3 befdjreibt dies ebenfalls mit tmunderbaren 
Worten weiter und zeigt, wie ein Iauterer Strom lebendigen Wajfers 
bom Tempel ausgehen und die Bewohner der Kirche tranfen wird, 
Rap. 22,1.2. Der Pfalm fagt: Sie werden trunfen von den reicden 
Giitern deines Haufe3, und du tranfeft fie mit Wolluft als mit einem 
Strom.“ Und der Glaubige antwortet: 3h will jhauen dein Antliz 
in Geredhtigfeit; ich mill fatt werden, wenn ich ertwache nach deinem 
Bilde”, Pj. 36,9; 17,15. Die ftreitende Kirche ift eine triumphierende 
getworden und wird e3 bleiben in alle Cwigfeit. ,Quda foll ewiglid 
betwohnet werden und Jerufalem fiir und fiir”, B.25; und das lebte 
Wort ijt: ,Der HErr wird wohnen gu Zion”, V. 26. Gott wird fein 
,alle3 in allem”, 1 Ror. 15, 28. 

Das ijt der fleine Prophet Yoel mit feiner groken WBotfdjaft. 

2. Fiirbringer 
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The False Arguments for the Modern Theory 
of Open Questions 
A Translation of Dr.C. F.W. Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 


(Continued) 





A fourth false argument for the modern theory of open ques- 
tions is the appeal to certain points of doctrine in which former 
teachers recognized for their orthodoxy have erred. Those who 
advance this argument justify it in the following manner: In pre- 
vious eras certain teachers of our Church entertained divergent 
opinions without being accused of heresy or denied church-fellow- 
ship by their fellow-Christians. Ought not a present-day teacher, 


10) Prof. Wug. Pieper behandelt in feinem treffliden ,Rommentar itber den 
giveiten Teil des Propheten Refaias” diefen Puntt ausfiihrlid und fagt: ,Darum 
fommt er [Der Prophet de$ Wlten Teftaments] in feinen Darftellungen de8 Gottes- 
reih$ der Zutunft nidt villig 108 von den duferlicen bhiftorifcdh-fontreten Bor- 
ftellungen ZSrael, Ubrahams Same, Haus Yatobs, Juda, Serufalem, Tempel, 
Altar, Priefter und Leviten, die gerftirten Erbteile, Exil, aupere Erldfung und 
Buriidfiihrung nach Stadt und Land deS HErrn und von andern uferlicdfeiten. 
Und twas mebr ift: er durfte fic) davon nicht vdllig loSmachen, wenn er verftanden 
werden twollte. Nur in den Guferliden Formen deS Alten Bundes fonnten feine 
Hirer und Lefer iiber das guliinftige Gottesreidh denfen und e8 verftehen.“ (6. 303.) 
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they argue, enjoy the same freedom of deviating from the Word of 
God in the same point? Should he because of such deviation be 
charged with heresy, deprived of fellowship, and denied the rights 
and privileges of a minister in the orthodox Church? Would it 
not be unanswerable to subject any teacher within the Lutheran 
Church to disciplinary action because he holds and defends 
a doctrine which men like Andreae, Selnecker, and J. Gerhard of 
a previous period espoused with impunity? Would it not be ultra- 
Lutheranism to insist on more strictness in doctrine now than men 
did in the golden age of Lutheran orthodoxy? 

At the present time (1868) the leaders of the Iowa Synod in par- 
ticular are advancing also this argument in their endeavor to bolster 
up their theory of open questions. When their attention was called 
to a deviation from the pure doctrine on the part of some of their 
men, they almost invariably sought to justify themselves without 
much reference to the Bible; they appealed mainly to the authority 
of some former teacher of our Church whose orthodoxy otherwise 
is undisputed and claimed that the point in question, therefore, 
necessarily belonged to the category of open questions. When, for 
instance, their doctrine on the millennium and a twofold resur- 
rection of the flesh, i. e., the resurrection of the saints at the dawn 
of the millennium and a general resurrection at its close, was 
attacked, they referred to Selnecker and Dannhauer. Or when we 
denied that the doctrine of Sunday as it is taught in Scripture and 
in our Symbols is an open question, they appealed to J. Gerhard. 
And in regard to this last point they went so far as to admit that 
the doctrine of Sunday in our Symbols is beyond all doubt the 
doctrine of Holy Writ, but since such an eminent teacher as 
Gerhard deviated therein from Scripture, every other teacher 
should also have the privilege of deviating therein, it being an 
open question. 

It is a most disagreeable task to prove to Protestants, to 
Lutherans, and in general to men who claim to be theologians and 
Bible students par excellence how utterly groundless and untenable 
this argument for the modern theory of open questions is. The 
argument “This is the position of the Church Fathers, and who 
will dare to declare them heretics?” was a formidable weapon 
with which the Papists formerly lashed at Luther and the principles 
of the Reformation. But Luther and the whole Lutheran Church 
have always appealed to Scripture as the final authority and have 
consistently refused to recognize the Fathers as an authority cur- 
tailing or abrogating the supremacy of the Bible. What else is 
necessary to prove that this argument is nothing more than a brittle 
reed? Or was it not permissible, perhaps, for the Papists to appeal 
to the errors of the Church Fathers who are recognized in all 
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Christendom as orthodox teachers, yea, as lights and pillars of the 
Church, but is quite permissible for Lutherans to appeal to the 
errors of their orthodox fathers? 

Some men indeed raise this objection: “Is it right to condemn 
an error in a contemporary fellow-Lutheran and thereby condemn 
as heretics also such great theologians as J. Gerhard, Selnecker, 
and others, who are now standing before the throne of God in glory 
and perfect bliss?” This objection, however, is met, in the first 
place, with the same answer that our fathers gave the papists in 
the Reformation era: “Patres fuerunt lumina, non numina, indices, 
non iudices, ministri, non magistri” (the fathers were lights and 
not gods, teachers and not judges, servants and not masters). 
In refusing to make the deviations of our Lutheran fathers either 
a rule for our faith or a license for further aberrations from the 
Word of God, we are following their own example and teaching. 
We are not only treating them as they treated the Church Fathers, 
but we are conscientiously abiding by their express direction 
never to set them and their writings above Christ and the Word 
of God, but always to prove all things and hold fast that which 
is good. If we, their pupils, should be unwilling to follow this 
direction, we should prove ourselves unfaithful to the trust com- 
mitted to our care, and instead of being an honor to our fathers, 
we should disgrace them in their graves. Our fathers did not 
declare the Church Fathers to be heretics when they rejected the 
errors which the papists had drawn from that source and were 
doggedly defending. And today, in rejecting errors espoused by 
contemporary men, we do not with the same breath condemn as 
heretics those old faithful witnesses and teachers of the truth 
because they entertained the same errors. They were not admon- 
ished, and hence, owing to human weakness and not to hardness 
of heart, they did not see their errors. 

Augustine recognized this point and wrote: “Whatever agrees 
with the authority of Holy Writ in the writings of Cyprian 
I accept with his praise; whatever does not agree I reject with 
his permission.” (Ad Crescon. Grammat.) Kromayer expressed 
a similar thought in these words: “The libraries of the fathers 
must be examined with consideration and charity, when either 
through the fault of their era they were swept along as in a mighty 
stream and so fell in aberrations, or spoke unguardedly now and 
then in the heat of controversies, or advanced in understanding 
while writing or wrote while advancing. For it would be quite 
difficult to find a father whose writings are entirely free from 
error. Therefore the nakedness of the fathers must be covered up, 
so far as this can be done with a good conscience.” (Theol. Positivo- 
polem., Part.II., p.37.) We apply these same words to the old 
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teachers of our Church who are held in honor for their orthodoxy 
and fidelity. Those men, however, who make a formal business of 
ferreting out all possible weaknesses in the writings of the old 
orthodox teachers in order to find seeming support for their theory 
of open questions are doing whatever lies in their power to under- 
mine the reputation of these faithful witnesses and destroy the 
blessing of their writings. Although the writings of the fathers 
are of inestimable value in the study of true Biblical theology, 
yet for the champions of open questions they exist for only one 
purpose, — to show how far one may depart from the doctrine of 
Scripture without sacrificing one’s reputation for orthodoxy and 
faithfulness to the Confessions. Without hesitation we declare 
that our esteemed Lutheran teachers were indeed men who could 
err and actually did err in some points. On the one hand, those 
errors which were due to their weakness, and hence have been 
forgiven, must not be viewed with an air of superiority, nor be 
uncovered in a belittling, derogatory spirit, nor be accepted with 
the ulterior and therefore reprehensible motive of fostering indif- 
ference in doctrine. On the other hand, those errors must be con- 
sidered in a spirit of love, be covered up in order to preserve the 
blessing emanating from the fathers, be avoided and used as 
a warning that we become more circumspect, more free from 
idolatrous confidence in men in spite of their great fame, wisdom, 
and piety, and more conscious of the fact that Scripture alone is the 
perfect, pure fountain of truth, “the sole rule and standard according 
to which all dogmas, together with all teachers, should be estimated 
and judged.... Other writings, however, of ancient or modern 
teachers (sive patrum sive neotericorum scripta), whatever name 
they bear, must not be regarded as equal to the Holy Scriptures.” 
(Epitome, Trigl., p.777.) Although the old faithful teachers of our 
Church still are our teachers and examples in many respects, yet 
in the errors they made they are a warning to us according to the 
well-known proverb “Lapsus maiorum sit tremor minorum,” i. e., 
“May the fall of the great deter the smaller spirits.” 

Error and sin are similar. Just as all Christians still have 
sin because of their natural human weakness, so all of them also 
have their individual errors. And both, their sins as well as their 
errors, are forgiven. But not only does every wilful sin against 
the Law of God frustrate grace and condemn; also every wilful 
error against revealed truth frustrates grace and condemns. Just 
as one and the same sin is forgiven to one man and not to another, 
so one and the same error is forgiven to one man and not to 
another. Likewise, just as he sins against grace who wilfully 
imitates the sins of the saints which they committed in moments 
of weakness and tries to justify himself by appealing to the saints, 
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so he also sins against grace who wilfully imitates the errors of 
the orthodox teachers which they committed in moments of weak- 
ness and tries to justify himself by appealing to those teachers. 

Luther held this fact before the eyes of the papists on many 
occasions. In his essay on “The Abuse of the Mass,” written in 
the year 1521, he says: “In the second place, they [the papists] 
refer us to the holy Fathers, to Gregory, Bernard, Bonaventura, 
and others, who used this canon (the canon of the Mass) and con- 
sidered the Mass a sacrifice. To appeal to the work and life of the 
saints which is not founded in Scripture is a most dangerous thing, 
because it is evident that a just man falls seven times and that 
the saints sin in many ways, Prov. 24:16. Who will convince us 
that it is not sin to practise and perform an act which cannot be 
justified from Scripture? In this connection I praise St. Anthony, 
who gave the sound advice that no one should entertain and carry 
out an act without authority from Scripture. Yes, it is better 
to look upon the acts of the saints which they did without Scrip- 
tural authority as sin than to adduce them as good examples. 
Furthermore, you do not rouse any saints to anger when you 
regard their unscriptural acts as sin. They acknowledge them- 
selves to be sinners. But you do anger God and the saints if you 
fall through the example of the saints and break your neck... . 
There are two reasons why sins cause no injury to the saints but 
do destroy the godless. The first is this: The saints have faith in 
Christ. And since they are buried in such faith (although they 
do many things in ignorance which are damnable for the ungodly), 
they always rise again and are preserved. ... The second reason 
is this: Through faith in Christ the saints are so wise that they 
cling only to God’s mercy, repudiating their own works and con- 
fessing from the bottom of their hearts that their works are 
unprofitable and sinful. So Bernard said on his death-bed: 
“I have wasted my time, for I have lived an unholy life.”—In Augus- 
tine we see many errors, but he recanted them. Would they not 
have damned him if he had not been preserved in the true faith? 
For the most part those errors are contrary to faith. But as he 
confessed faith in Christ and feared God, they could not harm him. 
Whoever should try to follow those same errors now would be 
destroyed. This is the case with many who follow the words of 
the fathers without discriminating between fallible human opinion 
and the infallible divine truth. It is quite apparent that the saints 
do err now and then, even in faith, i.e., they are not yet perfect, 
but they do not perish because of the faith which God has begun 
in them. Those, however, do perish who accept the errors of the 
saints as truth and follow them as examples. There is no prospect 
of salvation for any one who has followed the saints instead of 
Scripture. ... 
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“Such also is the case with the sacrifice of the Mass. Without 
a doubt many pious Christians still cling to the Mass in simple 
faith and regard it as a sacrifice. But since they do not depend 
on this sacrifice, look upon everything they themselves do as sin, 
and cling to the pure mercy of God, they are saved from perishing 
in spite of this error. However, when the priests who celebrate 
Mass follow this error without such faith, elevate their sacrifice, 
and sell it for genuine goods, they deserve to have this error 
charged against them and perish eternally because they followed 
the saints. For God considers, tries, and judges the hearts and 
reins, Ps. 7:9, i.e., the inner disposition of the heart. Therefore 
God relents and forgives an error in one man and condemns the 
same error in another, because one man believes in humble, child- 
like faith, and the other does not.... Since we have finally recog- 
nized the error, it is no longer proper to continue therein and 
consider the Mass as a sacrifice. That would be a sin against faith 
and against our own conscience, — a sin which no faith, no confes- 
sion, could excuse. You cannot say: I will err after the manner of 
a Christian. A Christian errs in ignorance, and St. Paul commands 
us in Rom. 14:1 that we should bear with an erring Christian 
(seeing he lives by the grace of God), because it is not right for 
us to despise and condemn him who does not yet recognize his 
error as error. It is our duty, however, to point out error to every- 
body and no longer consider it truth, so that the sins of the godless 
do not increase and no offense be given to weak consciences... . 
Gregory, Bernard, Bonaventura, Francis, Dominic, and their fol- 
lowers, failing to recognize the true nature of the Papacy, held the 
Pope and his dominion in high esteem and believed that all his ways 
and acts were divine, Christian, and ordained of God; yet the 
Papacy with all its ecclesiastical courts, ordinances, and decrees is 
manifestly contrary to the Gospel. They have misinterpreted the 
Gospel, building up and fortifying the Pope and his realm through 
some glaring errors. Is it not unchristian to believe that the Pope 
is the ‘rock,’ Matt.16:18? Is it not unchristian to interpret the 
‘sea,’ Matt. 14:29, as human beings, on whom St. Peter and the 
Pope are to walk, i. e., over whom they are to rule? Is it not un- 
christian to suppose that the word ‘feed’ should imply the honor, 
power, and authority of the Pope? There are many similar errors 
of the saints. Yet, failing to recognize them as errors, they adhered 
to them in simple, Christian faith; therefore, God forgave them. 
But those who know and acknowledge them to be errors and 
still adhere to them as though they were not erroneous do indeed 
follow the Fathers; nevertheless, they will not be in sweet com- 
munion with them in heaven. The Fathers finally renounced their 
errors and were received in grace. Certain men of our day, how- 
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ever, consider those errors as articles of faith and promulgate and 
defend them as such unto their end.” (Walch, XIX: 1378—1385.)_ 

In another connection Luther declares that it is permissible, 
and at times obligatory, to condemn the error of an orthodox 
person which he entertained in weakness, without at the same 
time condemning that orthodox teacher. He illustrates this 
instance in the case of Cyprian as follows: “St. Augustine con- 
demns St.Cyprian’s doctrine of anabaptism” (concerning those 
baptized by heretics); “and ever since, that doctrine has been 
justly condemned. But we could easily be satisfied with Cyprian, 
for in him Christ comforts us poor sinners wonderfully by show- 
ing us that His great saints also were human just as we are.” 
(Of Councils and Churches, XVI: 2657.) Luther does not want 
to deprive even St.Thomas of his holiness, great as his errors 
were. He wrote: “Yet I do not doubt that his doctrine (that of 
St. Thomas), dull and without spirit though it is, is one of the 
vessels full of the wrath of God which He has sent down upon 
this earth, Rev. 15:7,16,17. Mainly because of this doctrine he be- 
came a (papistic) saint and received his canonization from such a 
man as he deserved. I do not wish to say that he is not holy, although 
he did teach doctrines that are truly heretical and undermine the 
teaching of Christ. He may have done this in ignorance. I am 
sorry, however, that his influence deceived so many noble Chris- 
tians and induced them to accept arid wastes instead of beautiful 
flowers. (Cf. Lam. 4:5.)” — (Revelation of the Antichrist, A. D., 
1521, XVIII: 1760.) 

It is no doubt necessary at this point to call attention to the 
following facts: 1. In the writings of otherwise orthodox teachers 
more than just a few important points of doctrine can be found 
which are erroneous. But an appeal to the deviations of the 
otherwise orthodox teachers as a justification for the theory of open 
questions necessarily leads to complete destruction of all purity 
and unity in doctrine. 2. “Quum duo dicunt idem, non est idem,” 
i.e., when two men seem to say the same thing, the meaning is 
not always the same. 3. When influential, esteemed orthodox 
teachers of a past generation deviated in some point, there was 
no one, as a rule, who noticed this deviation or, if he did, he did 
not possess the courage to contradict the influential teacher. 
4. Because of increasing wide-spread indifference and vigorous 
attacks on Christian doctrine, times arise when it is more important 
and necessary than otherwise to attack even the smallest deviation 
in a certain point of doctrine. 

The foregoing argument may suffice to prove how futile it is 
to seek support for the theory of open questions in the writings 
of recognized orthodox teachers because they erred in certain 
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points. In this entire question much is at stake. We must always 
defend and preserve the chief principle of Protestantism, the fact 
that the norm of all doctrine is not posited in human writings, 
but alone in the Word of God. Let men continue to flaunt 
a naevus from our old, highly honored orthodox teachers when- 
ever their unionistic theory of open questions is attacked. Let 
them maintain they want the Lutheran doctrine of Sunday which 
they admit is Scriptural to be considered as an open question 
because Gerhard erred therein. As good Protestants we shall 
always meet them with the words “Amicus Plato, amicus Socrates, 
amicus Lutherus, amicus Gerhardus, sed magis amica veritas, magis 
amica Scriptura Sacra.” And with St. Paul and all the apostles we 
say: “But though we or an angel from heaven preach any other 
gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, 
let him be accursed,” Gal. 1:8. 
Oak Glen, Ii. A.Ex. Wo. A. GuEBERT, translator 
(To be concluded) 





<—_or 


Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafins- 
Perifopenreihe 


Siebsehuter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Ruf. 10, 388—42 

,€ing ijt not”, ein ernjte3 Wort aus dem Munde der ewigen Wahr- 
heit, Das wie ein gtweifdneidiges Schwert in unfere Geele fahren follte, 
die wir nach unferer verderbten Natur fo vielem nadjagen, was wir fiir 
das Notigfte halten. Dies Wort fagt der Heiland nicht gu leidtfinnigen 
Weltfindern, fondern gu einer glaubigen Siingerin. — Auch Chriften 
ftehen in Gefahr, das eine, das not ijt, gu vernadlaffigen, und be- 
diirfen der Erinnerung, eS recht gu erfennen und feftguhalten. 


7»Gins ift not!“ 
1. Was ift dies eine? 


a. Wer das vbornehmite Biel feines Lebens im Erlangen der Giiter 
Diefer Erde fieht, der fennt freilid) das nicht, was der Geiland als das 
eine, Das not ift, im Auge hat. Go find bet den meiften Genuk, Befib, 
Ertwerb, Chre bet Menfden und andere irdifde Dinge das Hodhfte. 

b. Das Wort ,,Cins ift not” fprad BEfus gu Martha, die fich viel 
Sorge und Miihe mit der VBedienung de3 HErrn machte und ihn tadelte, 
dak er ihre Schtwwefter ir nicht gur Hilfe fchidte. Mit ernften Worten 
beriwirft SCfus ihre Vielgefdaftigfeit. Werkehrterweife hat man die 
Worte fo gedeutet, als follten Singer Chriftt mit irdifchen Dingen fid 





760 Predigtentiwiirfe fiir die Thomafius-Evangelienperitfopen 


nicht abgeben, follten fic in die Cinfamfeit guriidgiehen und nur geift- 
lichen bungen obliegen. Nicht alfo! Gott will, dak wir unfern irdi- 
fen Beruf treulid) erfiillen, 1 Mof.3,19; 1 Tim. 5,8; 1 Petr. 4, 10. 
Die felbfterinablte Geiftlidfeit in Menfdengebot und -lehre, mit der 
mande Gott einen befonders wobhlgefalligen Dienft gu erweifen meinen, 
ift berlorne Miihe. Wenn wit von der Welt fdeiden, miiffen wir etwas 
andere3 haben al8 unfere Werke und felbjterdadte Frommigfeit, eine 
Geredhtigkeit, mit der wir bor Gott beftehen finnen, einen Heiland, durd 
deffen Blut und Wunden mir Vergebung der Siinden haben und Kinder 
Gotte3 und Crben der Seligfeit getworden find. Das ift das eine, dad 
un not ift in Zeit und Ciwigfeit. 

e. Seht Maria an, wie fie gu FEfu Fiiken fibt, Auge und Obr auf 
ign geridtet, alle andere ganglid vergefjend. Gie will fich fein’ feiner 
Worte entgehen laffen. (Lied 249, 3.) Gonjt hatte fie getwif aud) ihrem 
Geiland in Liebe gedient, Noh. 12,3; Mark. 14,8. Aber jebt war die 
Beit rubigen Zubsrens; widtiger war e8, gu nehmen, da er gab, als ihm 
gu Ddienen, der einfache findliche Glaube als die Liebe. 


2. Bo finden mir e3? 

a. , Das gute Teil”, eben, ,,das eine, das not ijt”, erwablte Maria, 
al8 fie fich gu SEfu Fiiken febte und feiner Rede gubdrte. E€3 wird uns 
nidt naber beridhtet, mas JEfus geredet hat. Doh hat er wohl auch hier 
wie fonft immer den Weg der Seligkeit gegeigt, hat Siinde und Gnade, 
Gefeb und Changelium gepredigt. Da méidhte wohl mandjer denfen: 
Golder Predigt aus YCfu eigenem Munbde freilich mag e8 Luft fein gu- 
gubiren. Bergeffen wir nidt, dak Chriftus fein Wort in der Heiligen 
Sehrift hat aufgeidnen laffen, Joh. 13,20; Vuf. 10,16. Und wo diefes 
Wort lauter und rein gepredigt wird, aud) bon menfdlidem Munbde, da 
redet Chriftus gu uns; da gilt Hebr. 4, 12; da finden mir das eine, das 
not ift. 

b. Die Rede FEfu fol nun aber aud von uns gebirt und beachtet 
werden. Daran feblte e3 der Martha; und uns geht e8 oft aud) nicht 
anders. Seim Hiren und Lefen des Wortes Gottes fdhweifen die Ge- 
danfen ab, und die innere Sammlung wird geftirt. Oder vor vieler 
Arbeit meinen wir, feine Beit gum Kirchengehen, gur Hausandadt, gum 
Nefen der Bibel und firdlider Blatter finden gu fonnen. Go wird das 
alles des oftern unterlaffen und unterbleibt fdlieblicdh gang; dad Reden 
itber geiftlicke Dinge im Familienfreijfe wird feltener, Yntereffe fiir 
Kirche und Sdule fchwindet; die Gefahr, das eine, das not ift, gu ber- 
Vieren, ift gur Wirklichfeit geworden. Ym Wort, und da allein, ift e3 
gu finden. 

c. §$Efum und fein Heil gu finden, fordert bon uns nicht befondere 
Klugheit, fondern findlid) glaubiges Annehmen. Das Wort Gottes ift 
flar; darin wirkt der Geilige Geift; e3 mirkt und fdentt, was e3 fagt, 
%ob. 6,63. — Darum: Yaf. 1,21; Vuk 11,28. € A. Maver 
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Adtzehuter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Luk. 7, 36—50 

Nad romifder Lehre ijt gur Redhtfertigung eines Menfdjen aweierlei 
nitig, Glaube und Liebe. Der Glaube allein habe feine rechtfertigende 
Kraft; e3 miiffe die Liebe Hingufommen. Erft die Liebe gebe dem 
Glauben die feligmachende Kraft. Dafiir beruft fich die rimifde KRirde 
unter anderm aud auf da8 Wort KEfu BV. 47 in unferm Tert. Da ftehe 
e8 ja deutlich, Dab die Liebe die Urfade der Vergebung fei. Wenn Rom 
redjt hatte, miigten wir fiir unfere Lehre der Redhtfertigung allein durd 
den Glauben Bufe tun und in den Schok der rimifden Rirde guriid- 
tehren. Wir werden aber erfennen, daf e3 eine verfehrte Auslegung der 
Worte JEfu ift, wenn man auf Grund derfelben die Liebe alB Urfache 
der Rechtfertigung hinjtellen will. 


Glaube und Liebe im Chriftentum 
1. Wo Glaube, dba gang gemifB Liebe 
2. Wo fein Glaube, da aud feine Liebe 


1 

Man fchildere auf Grund bon VB. 37.38 die ViebeStat de3 Weibes. 
Was war der Grund ibrer Liebe? Die Antwort finden mir V.50. Es 
war eine glaubige Siingerin, die hier Sffentlich bor der Welt ihre Liebe 
gu dem Heiland begeugte, in dem fie Vergebung ihrer Giinden gefunden 
hatte. Nicht immer hatte fie im Glauben geftanden, nicht immer YEfum 
geliebt. Gie twar eine ftabdtberiidtigte Siinderin; bal. 8.31; 500 Gro- 
fcjen fchuldig, B. 41; mit vielen Gitnden behaftet, V.47. Aber fie hatte 
Bue getan. Ob fie JCfum perfinlich hatte predigen hiren, durch feine 
Gejebespredigt gur Crfenntnis ihrer Sinden und durch fein Coangelium 
gum Glauben an ifn als ihren Geiland gebradjt worden war oder durd 
andere bon $Cjfu erfabren hatte, wiffen wir nidt. Yhr Glaube hatte ihr 
gebolfen. Durd glaubige Annahme des Wortes YEfu hatte fie Ver- 
gebung erhalten, war Friede und Troft in ihr betriibtes und geang{tetes 
Gewwiffen gefommen, B.50. Mun drangte e3 fie, e3 auch offentlid gu 
begeugen, dag fie §Cfum, den fie im Glauben erfannt, durd den fie 
Vergebung erlangt hatte, nun bon gangem Gergen liebe. Yhre Liebe war 
alfo nicht Grund ihrer Vergebung, fondern die Frudht des Glaubens, 
durd den fie Vergebung erlangt hatte. 

Das ift iiberhaupt die Natur des Glaubens. Wo Glaube, da Liebe. 
€3 ift Wahrheit, was Luther fagt: ,,O, e8 ift ein lebendig, fdhaftig, tatig, 
madtig Ding um den Glauben, dak unmdglid ijt, dak er nicht ohne 
Unterlak follte Gutes wirfen. Er fragt aud) nidft, ob gute Werke gu 
tun find, fondern ehe man fragt, hat er fie getan und ift immer im Tun.” 
(St. 2. XIV, 99.) Der Glaube begeugt fic) in der Liebe, ift durch die 
Liebe tatig, Gal. 5,6. Ym Glauben wird dargereidht Tugend, Befdhei- 
denbeit uftv., 2 Petr. 1,5. Wer feinen Heiland recht erfannt Hat, ruft 
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mit Paulus aus: Gal. 2,20; Phil. 2,7—15. Der im Glauben erfafte 
Chriftus wird nun aud) der Gegenjtand der inbriinftigen Liebe de3 Chri- 
ften, Dem er fich felbft mit Leib und Geele gu ftandigem Liebesdienjt ver- 
fretbt. Rein Dienft ift ihm gu befdhwerlich, fein Werk gu gering und 
beradtlic) bor Menfdenaugen, wenn er nur feine Liebe gum Heiland 
Dadurd begeugen fann. Die Mutter in der Stille des Haufes, der 
Urbeiter in der Ausiibung feiner Pflicsht, der Staatsbeamte, ein jeglicer 
in feinem Stand und Beruf ftellt feine Gaben und Mtittel bet jeder Ge- 
legenbeit in den Dienft feines geliebten Heilandes, wenn er auch de3- 
wegen bon der Welt verlacht und verfpottet wird. Feblt e3 uns an 
folder Liebe, fo ift das ein Beicen, dak eS unS am Glauben febhlt; dak 
aud twir notig haben gu bitten: Orr, ftarfe uns den Glauben, damit 
tir twandeln in der Liebe, Eph. 5,2; dak auch wir unfern Glauben 
ftarfen laffen durch fleifigen Gebrauch der Gnadenmittel. Dann wird 
Liebe in unfern Herzen und Haufern, in unfern Gemeinden und unferer 
Gynode herrfdjen, denn dann wohnt in uns der Glaube, der durd die 
Liebe tatig ift. 
2 


Wo fein Glaube, da auch feine Liebe. Nur der Glaube an Chri- 
jtum ergeugt mahre Liebe gu Chrijto, gu Gott, gum Nachften. Das erz 
fennen wir an Simon, dem Pharifaer. Der war nicht ein grober Siinder 
wie jene3 Weib. WMtan follte meinen, ein folch recht{chaffener Menjd 


iwiirde SCfum, den Heiligen und Unbefledten, mit herglicer Liebe um- 
fangen haben. Da3 war nicht der Fall. Wohl lud er ibn ein, aber fein 
gange3 Gebaren geigte, dab eS ifm an der Liebe feblte, die jenes Weib in 
fo grofBem Mae hatte, V.44—46. Geine Cinladung war weiter nichts 
al3 fiible Serechnung eines Mannes, der fich nicht flar war, was er bon 
diefem YEfus bon Nagareth halten follte (vgl. BV. 39), der e3 nicht mit 
ihm berderben, aber auch nicht fich offen gu ihm befennen twollte. Gr 
hatte eben noch nicht tie jenes Weib in FEfu feinen Gott und Heiland 
erfannt. €3 war ihm argerlid, dak SCfus fich anmafte, Siinde gu 
vergeben, 8.49. Der Gedanfe gar, bet diefem YEfus fiir fich felber 
Vergebung gu fucen, war ifm ungeheuerlicd. Cr war fein eigener Hei- 
fand. Cr braudjte feinen Crlifer, feine Vergebung. Darum lag ihm 
aud nidts Befonderes an FEfu, darum feblte ihm die Liebe gum Hei- 
land, weil ihm der Glaube an den Heiland fehlte. Daher hielt ihm 
SEfus feine Giinden bor, indem er ihm das Gleichnis bon den giwei 
Sduldnern ergablte, V.41—43, und dann die Anwendung auf ibn 
madjte, B.44—47. BEfu Abfidt war natiirlich, auch Simon gu betwegen, 
fish als Giinder gu erfennen, tim. 3,23; Jaf. 1,10; Eph. 2, 1—3, und 
dann bet JEfu im Glauben Vergebung gu fudcjen und fich durch die im 
Glauben ergriffene Vergebung gur redjten YCfusliebe bewegen gu laffen. 

Nicht die Liebe macht uns felig. Nicht die Viebe ijt Grund unferer 
Vergebung, fondern allein der Glaube an Chrijtum und die Erlsfung 
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purd fein Blut. Und diefer Glaube ruft immer hergliche Liebe gum 
Geiland herbvor; ja, mem e3 an diefer Liebe feblt, dem fehlt e3 am 
Glauben. Priifen wir uns, ob wir im Glauben ftehen, ob unfer Glaube 
auch fein toter, lieblofer Glaube ijt, fondern der feligmadende Glaube, 
der Durch die Liebe tatig ijt! Th. Lati[q 


Neunzehnter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 12, i—14 


Selbfterwwahlte GHeiligkeit ijt Gott ein Greuel. YEfus Chriftus 
allein ift un3 gemacht gur Geredhtigfeit. Wer anftatt durch Chriftum 
durd felbjterwwablte Werke felig werden will, vertwirft damit den cinigen 
GHeiland der Welt und geht daher unrettbar verloren. Gelbftgerechtigfeit 
und felbjterwablte Werke verjtoRen aber nicht nur wider das Cvanz 
gelium, fondern find aud eine Verlebung des heiligen Gefekes Gottes. 


Selbfterwahlte Geredhtigkeit ift tibertretung deS Gefebes Gottes 
1. Gie verlest bie Liebe gum Nadften 
2. Gie berftoRt mider die Liebe gu Gott 


1 


Sn unferm Lert werden uns Pharifaer vorgefiihrt, die Dem Cban- 
gelium Chrijti guider ihre eigene Gerechtigkeit durch felbftertwablte 
Werke aufricten twollten. Die Antwort, die jener reide Yingling auf 
die Belehrung XEfu gab, Matth. 19, 16—20, fenngeidhnet die Gefinnung 
der Pharifaer. Yn der Meinung, das Gefeb Gottes vollfommen gehalten 
gu haben, ftellten fie allerlet Regeln und Sabkungen auf, die das Gefeb 
Gottes noc) berfdarfen follten und durd) deren ftrenge Crfiillung fie fid 
eine befondere Seiligfeit ertwerben wollten. Go batten fie aud das 
Sabbatsgebot durch allerlet Bufabe verfcharft. Wenn man Gottes Ge- 
bote den Gabbat betreffend lieft, follte man meinen, diefe feien fdharf und 
ftreng genug gewefen, 2 Mof.20,8—12; 16,23.29; 34,21; 35,3; 
4Mof. 15,32. Die Pharifaer waren aber felbjt iiber diefe ftrenge Be- 
ftimmung binausgegangen. Nach den Sabungen der Wteften war das 
AWusraufen bon Getreideahren al8 Erntearbeit angufehen, das Reiben 
bon Weigenfirnern giwifden den Handen als Drefdarbeit, das Ber- 
fleinern der Korner al8 Mabhlen. Die Biinger Hatten alfo nach der 
Meinung der Pharifaer eine doppelte todestwitrdige Siinde begangen. 
Gie hatten am Sabbat Ernte- und Drefdharbeit getan, den Gabbat ge- 
fdhandet. Was antwortet XCfus auf diefe Anflage? Ex halt ifnen gu- 
nadft bor, dak nicht die Singer, fondern ihre Wnflager ibertreter des 
gottliden Gefebes feien, indem fie die im Gefeb geforderte Liebe ber- 
lebten, gunadft die Liebe gegen den Nadhften. 

Unkniipfend an das Beifpiel Davids, V.3.4, macht er die An- 
wendung, B. 7, dak Gott Wohlgefallen hat an VBarmbergigkeit und nicht 
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am Opfer, wenn man namic durch fein Opfer die Nadftenliebe verlegen 
twiirde; bgl. Matth.15,5.6a. Diefelbe Lehre erteilt er VB. 10—12 und 
beiveift fie mit ber Tat, V. 13, lakt nicht harthergig den Kranfen weiter 
leiden, weil er am Gabbat feine Berufsarbeit tun diirfe, fondern Heilt 
ibn, wabhrend er dagu Gelegenbeit hat. 

Gewik, fein Chrift foll fic durch Arbeit, die ebenfowohl gu anderer 
Beit gefdehen fonnte, bom Befuch des Hffentlichen Gottesdienftes ab- 
halten laffen, Quf. 10,28. Anbdererfeits, wenn das Woh! de Nachften 
getwiffe Urbeit erfordert, wenn Kranfe gepflegt, eine Operation vollgogen, 
Notleidenden geholfen werden mus, fo gefallen diefe Werke der Barm- 
bergigkeit Gott beffer, als wenn man fich der Gelegenheit, dem Nachften 
Riebe gu ertveifen, entgiehen wollte mit der Entiduldigung, man miiffe 
den offentlicjen Gottesdienft befucjen. Cinen folchen Gottesdienjt will 
der Gott nidt, der Wobhlgefallen hat an Varmbergigfeit und nidt am 
Opfer. 

Weiter tadelt SCfus die Pharifaer, teil fie die Unfdhuldigen ver- 
dDammt Hatten, B. 7; denn fie batten feine Siinde getan, fondern nur eine 
menfdlide Ordnung iibertreten. Wenn wir den Nadhjten richten und 
berurteilen, ifm das Chrijtentum abfpreden wollen um einer Sache 
willen, tworitber Gott nichts bejtimmt hat, fo zeigt dad nicht Cifer fiir den 
wahren Gottesdienjt, fondern ijt ein unbarmbergiges Richten und Ver- 
dDanumen der Unfduldigen, eine Giinde, iiber die Gott fein Urteil ge- 
fproden hat, Luf. 6, 36—38. 

2 

Nit nur die Liebe gegen den Nachften, fondern auch die Liebe gu 
Gott wird durch felbftertwwablte Heiligkeit berlebt. Das halt YEfus den 
Pharifaern bor. Zunadft fagt er: V.5. Das Schladhten und Buberei- 
ten der Opfertiere, die Dann auf den Wltar gehoben werden muften, tar 
getwif feine leichte Urbeit. Dod) hatte Gott diefe Opfer gerade aud fiir 
den Gabbat angeordnet. Arbeit, die andern verboten war, tar den 
Prieftern bon demfelben Gott befohlen, und Unterlaffung diefer Arbeit 
tware Giinde getvefen. Alfo nidt darauf fam e8 an, ob eine Arbeit am 
Gabbat getan wurde, fondern darauf, ob Gott diefe Arbeit verboten 
hatte. Daber batten die Pharifaer fein Recht, den Viingern ettoas zur 
Giinde gu maden, was Gott frei gelaffen hatte. 

Mit fHharfen Worten tadelt JEfus die Pharifaer, dak fie das Recht 
beanfpruditen, ire Sabungen den gittlidjen Geboten gleichguftellen. Gr 
tweift dDarauf bin, dak fie e3 Hier mit den Qiingern de3 Mannes gu tun 
batten, der groper ijt als ber Tempel, BV.6, ein HErr auch iiber den 
Gabbat, BV. 8, der fish durch feine Wunder als den allmadtigen Gott 
ertwiefen Hatte und auch bet diefer Gelegenheit als folder fic ertveift, 
B.13. Anftatt fich jedoch) dem HErrn gu fiigen, tourden fie gang un- 
finnig, uf. 6,11, verftodt, Mark. 3,5, fudten YEfum gu toten, B. 14. 
Dahin fommt es, tenn man fich mit der bon Gott geforderten Heiligheit 
nidt gufrieden gibt, fondern eine felbfterwwablte fic gurechtmadt. 
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So unredt eS ijt, eine Siinde gu tun oder gu erlauben, ebenfo un- 
rect ift e3, etwas gur Siinde gu maden, was Gott frei gelafjen hat, 
5Mof.4,2. Dain gehirt die Siindenmacherei der rimifden Rirde, 
die felbfterwablte Seiligkeit vieler Seften, die in Gonntag3gefeben, im 
Berbot geiftlider Getranke und de3 Gebraudhs des Tabafs uf. das 
Hauptitiid des Chriftentums fehen. Dabin gehirt, wenn eine dhriftlide 
Gemeinde fiir ihre Befdhliifie in Mitteldingen unbedingten Gehorfam 
fordert und folde ausfdliept, die fich diefen Ordnungen nicht fiigen 
wollen. Dabhin gehirt auch, wenn man bon feinem Mitdrijten etwas 
al gittlid) geboten fordert, woriiber Gott nichts beftimmt hat. GPiiten 
wir uns bor jeglicer Form der Hbertretung de3 gottliden Gefebe3! Wo 
wir gefiinbdigt haben, erfennen wir e3 und fudjen bei Chrifto Vergebung. 

Th. Latif 


RBwangzigfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Quf. 19, 1—10 


Bas frag’ ich nach der Welt” uj. (Lied 285, 1. 4.) Wie oft 
haben wir fcjon diefes Lied gefungen! Machen wir aber damit aud 
Ernjt? Sit un3 das aus dem Hergen gefproden, oder fingen wir nur 
fo mit unferm Munde? Yn unferm heutigen Cbangelium wird un eine 
gar widhtige Frage geftellt und beanttwortet, namlid: 


Rann auch cin Reider felig werden? 


1. Warum diefe Frage geftellt werden foll 
2. Wie diefe Frage gu beantworten ift 


1 

a. Bachaus ,war rei”, B.2. Das wird mit Abfidht beridtet. 
Gott twendet fich in feinem Wort auch gang befonders an die Reidjen, 
1 Tim. 6,17; Spr. 23,4. Das hat feinen guten Grund. Die Frage: 
Kann aud ein Reider felig werden? ijt feine unniibe Frage. Warum 
nicht? 

b. Reidhe Leute ftehen in groper Gefabr, ihre Seligfeit gu verlieren. 
Trobdem Bacdhaus eine vornehme Stellung einnahm, ,,Oberfter der 
RZollner”, B.2, tar er dod veradtet, V.7. WS Bollner ftand er in 
dem Verruf, wohl nicht mit Unrecht, auf betriigerifche Weife feine Giiter 
erlangt gu haben, B.8. Auch wenn ein Reider fein Geld und Gut nicht 
auf unredhte Weife erlangt hat, fo fteht er dod in Gefahr, ein Mam- 
monSdiener gu werden. Deshalb hat der GHeiland felbft jene3 arte Wort 
gefproden: ,,Wahrlid, ich fage euch: Cin Reider wird fdiwerlid) ind 
HSimmelreidh fommen”, Matth. 19,21—25; Mark. 10,21—25. Dare 
aufhin ftellten fchon die iinger die Frage: ,Wer fann denn felig 
werden?” Auf die Gefahr de3 Reidhtums wird oft aufmerffam gemacht 
und dagegen getwarnt, 1 Tim. 6,9.10.17; Pj. 62,11; uk. 16, 19 ff. 
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Anwendung. Auch in unfern Gemeinden gibt e3 viele Reide, 
Reute, die mehr haben als nur das taglide Brot: fie haben guten Ver- 
dDienft und reichliches Cinfommen, wohnen in fchinen, twohlausgeftatteten 
Haufern, befiken Grundeigentum, haben Geld auf der Bank, gehen auf 
Reifen, machen fich vergniigte Tage ufiv. Golde ftehen in Gefahr, ihr 
Herg an Geld und Gut gu hangen, infolgedeffen fie fiir Gottes Reich 
wenig iibrig haben; fie ftehen in Gefabr, ihrer Seligfeit verluftig gu 
gehen, gang befonders, twenn fie ifren Reichtum auf unrechtmagige Weife 
erlangt haben. 

Da fage feiner fdnell: Das geht mid nichts an; ich gehire nicht 
gu den Reicjen. Nach der Schrift ijt der fchon reich, der mehr als fein 
bejdeiden Teil hat, Spr. 30,8.9. Und, wohl gemerft, e3 handelt fic 
hierbei um die Gefinnung, dak einer nach Geld und Gut tradtet, 
mag er reich fein oder reich werden twollen, biel oder wenig haben. Das 
fieht man auch dDaran, daR Leute, die Chrijten fein wollen, nicht an fic 
felbft fparen, aber fiir firdhlide Binede wenig geben, befonders die Reiden 
unter un8. Gie lieben die Dinge diefer Welt, nicht fo fehr aber Chri- 
ftum, ifren Seiland. 

Ein Paftor, der nicht auch den Reichen in feiner Gemeinde predigt 
und nidt alle bor dem Mammonsdienft warnt, ijt nicht treu in feinem 
Amt, 1 Tim. 6,17 f.; Hefek. 33, 7 ff. 


2 

a. Gott fet Dank, auch ein Reicher fann felig werden, Marf. 10, 
26.27. Das fehen wir auch aus unferm Tert. Bachaus erfannte 
YEfum als feinen Geiland und horte aus deffen Munde: Heute ift 
Diefem Haufe Heil widerfahren” uf. B.9. 10. 

b. Doh, foll ein Reider felig werden, fo muf er gleich dem Bachaus 
1. feine Giinden erfennen und aufridtige Buge tun, B. 3. 4. 6. 8. 
Bachaus tar anderer Gefinnung getworden; er hatte fich befehrt und fid 
der Vergebung feiner Gitnden in Cbhrifto getroftet; 2. rechtidaffene 
Sriidte der Bue hervorbringen, V.8. Das war ein Vetweis, dak die 
Bue de3 Bachaus rechter Art war, 1 Tim. 6, 17—19. 

AWniwendung. Wir fonnen nidt iiber das Herg eines Menfden 
urteilen; das ift Gottes Sade. Aber e wird einem angft und bange, 
twenn man fieht, wie mancjer fich bon den Feffeln des Reidhtums um- 
firicien lagt, wie die Liebe gu den Dingen diefer Welt gar groR und bon 
der Liebe gu Gott wenig gu merfen ijt. CSoldje follen ja die Liebe ihres 
GHeilandes nicht berfemahen, tenn er ihnen guruft: ,,.Xbhr follt euch nicht 
Sdhabe fammeln” uftw., Matth. 6,19—21. Man foll fich wohl vorfeben, 
dak nidt dDurd den Vetrug de3 Reidhtums das Wort Gottes in unfern 
Hergen erjtidt werde, Matth. 13,22. Der Heiland will alle felig machen, 
auch die Reichen. C8 erfenne und befenne nur jeder feine Giinden und 
trofte fi) der Vergebung in Chrifto. Wber dann nehme er fich Bahaus 
gum Beifpiel: er ange fein Herz nidt an Geld und Gut, traue nicht 
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auf den ungetvifjen Reichtum, fondern auf den lebendigen Gott und, er 
habe viel oder tvenig, tue Gutes, iibe fich in Werfen der Liebe und Barm- 
hergigfeit und lafje Gottes Haus nicht wiijte ftehen, wahrend er felbft 
in einem getafelten Saufe wohnt, Hagg.1,2—4; 1 Tim. 6, 17—19. 

OD daB doch jeder unter un$ das Wort FEfu horte und annahme: 
,Oeute ift diefem Haufe Heil twwiderfahren; denn de3 Menfchen Sohn ift 
fommen, gu fuden und felig gu machen, tvas berloren ift”, B. 9.10! 

3. H. ©. Frib 


Cinundswanzgigfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Qu. 12, 145—21 

Das Gleichni unfers Tertes ijt eine ergreifende und dringend 
nitige Warnung de3 Heilandes. Bn unferm Lande allein jfollen 
70,000,000 Menfdjen feinerlet firchliche Verbindung haben. Obne 
Biweifel hat das bet den allermeijten feinen Grund in dem materialijti- 
fen Sinn unferer Zeit. Brdijche Giiter nehmen die Hergen dermaken 
ein, Dak tweder Beit noch Sinn itbrigbleibt fiir wahre Giiter und Schabe, 
Matth. 6,20. — Wie viele Chrijten werden nicht auch von diefem Sinn 
angefocjten! Gott feqne die Betrachtung diefes Gleichniffes auch gu 
unferer Warnung! 


Das Gleicdnis von dem reiden Menfden 


1. Bobor der Heiland in diefem GleiGnis warnt 
2. Wie er feine WBarnung begriindet 


1 

A. Der Seiland mwarnt hier nicht bor dem Reichfein. Recdhtmakig 
erworbener und erlangter Reichtum ift ein Segen Gotte3. Gott hatte 
diefen reichen Menfcjen gefeqnet. Gein Feld hatte wohl getragen. Die 
Schrift bericdtet bon gar manden Kindern Gotte3, die mit Reichtum und 
Wohlitand gejegnet waren; vgl. die Patriarden, Yofeph von Arimathia, 
Matth. 27,57, Philemon und andere. — So gewifR auch heute noc. 
Der Sinn, vor dem der Heiland twarnt, findet fic bet AWrmen ebenfowohl 
tie bet Reiden. 

B. Der Heiland warnt dabvor, a. dak man im Befib irdifher Giiter 
fein hochftes Gliice fucht. MNachdem jener Mann im Gleicdhni3 fo reich 
getworden war, twill er gu feiner Geele fagen: ,Qabe nun Mtube, . . 
habe guten Mut.“ Worker tar er tweder gufrieden noch gliicflich ge- 
wefen. Sebt hat er dad Biel feines Wiinfdens und Strebens und ber- 
meintlih fein hichjtes Gliicd erreicht. — Antwendung. 

b. Der Seiland twarnt ferner davor, dak man die Erlangung irdi- 
{her Giiter nicht nur gu feinem hidhften, fondern auch gu feinem aus- 
{chliehlidgen Streben madt. Die Sdilderung des reidhen Mannes 
meifterhaft: ausfdliehlide Vertiefung in feine Gitter, Plane ufw. Bis 
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in die tiefe Nat hinein. Dariiber verfaumt er den twahren Reidtum 
gang und gar. Cr ift nicht reich in Gott (Reidfein eis Theon febt 
Reidfein in Gott voraus). — Antwendung. 

c. Der HSeiland warnt fdlieblich davor, dak man im Gebraud der 
irdifden Giiter nur an fic felbft benft. Der reide Mann fagt fein Wort 
davon, twiebiel Gutes er nun ftiften fann, twiebiel leiblicer und geiftlider 
Not er abbelfen, wie er Gott und feinem Nadjten dienen fann. Gein 
Augenmerf ift nur darauf geridtet, cin gemadhlides, genubvolles Leben 
gu fiihren, @.19. Cr ift nicht reid) eis Theon, gegen oder fiir Gott. 
Fir den hat er nichts. — Anwendung: Wie mander, der fich felbft viel 
erlaubt, {iit Gott und feinem Dienft gegeniiber Armut vor! 


2 

Vor dem Sinn de3 reiden Menfdjen warnt der Heiland, indem er 
die berhangnisbolle Torheit diefe3 Sinnes fcdhildert. 

A. Der reide Mann fieht fics in feinen Crwartungen groken Reidh- 
tums jammerlich getaufdt. a. Seine Giiter haben ihm nod feine Rufe 
berfdafft. Ym Gegenteil, jebt fibt er bid in die Nacht hinein und grii- 
belt und forgt und plant, B.17.18. ,,Was foll ich tun?” — Wie viele 
Reidhe haben nicht namentlich in den lebten Sahren ahnlide Crfahrungen 
gemadt. Wieviel Sorgen um fidere Anlagen uftv. |! 

b. Der reihe Mann meint nun auf ,bviele Sabre” ein gliicliches, 
genupreicjes Leben bor fich gu haben. Cr taufeht fich jammerlid. Weni- 
ger Stunden, al er Yahre eriwartete, find ihm befdhieden, V.20. Gein 
Reicjtum ein elender, ohnmadtiger Gobe! C3 bleibt wahr: Matth. 4, 4. 

B. tiber feinem alle3 andere ausfdliefenden Ginn fiir irdifde 
Giiter hat der reide Mann fohlieblid alleS verloren. Weld ein Schrecen, 
al8 in der unheimliden Stille der Nacht Gott der HErr des Lebens und 
dDeS Todes erjdheint und mit ihm redet! BV. 20. Wlle3, alled verliert nun 
der arme reicde Mann. Die Giiter, die fein ein und alles gewefen, fein 
Leben, feine Seele — alleS bverloren. Ya, er ift etvig verloren. Bgl. 
Quf. 16,19 ff. Bn der Tat, er war ein Narr getwefen. — Go ift der 
Ginn jene$ reiden Mannes allegeit berhangnisvolle Torheit. Gott be- 
twahre uns dDabor! Bu unferm wabren und bleibenden Gliic behergigen 
wir die Worte unfers Heilandes: Matth. 6, 19—21; 6, 33. 

Wug. Vernthal 


Reformationsfeft 


Suda 8 


Vermittels des Radios verbreitet der Teufel feine Liigen; aber 
dur bas Radio wird auch YEfus Chrijtus, der Erlodfer, dem gangen 
Lande vorgeftellt. 8 ift, als ob YEfus mit riefengrofen Budftaben, 
allen fidjtbar, an den Simmel fdhriebe: ,,Rommet her gu mir, alle, die ihr 
miibfelig und belaben feid; ich mill euch erquicen.”  Millionen bon 
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Menfden horen dies Beugnis bon Chrifto, viele vieleicsht gum erjten 
Male in ihrem Leben. Welde Freude fiir uns Chrijten ift das dod! 
Wher dak das gefdehen fann, verdanfen wir der Reformation, vor 400 
Yahren durch Luther gefdehen. Diefe Freiheit hat uns mit Gottes Hilfe 
Luther erfampft und errungen. Wir miiffen nun aud ob dem Glauben 
fampfen, twie unfer Lert ermabnt. 


Lutheraner, fampfet ob enrem Glauber! 


1. €8 ift der Glaube, der den Heiligen vorge- 
geben ift 
2. Wenn wir nidt darob fampfen, merden wir 
ibn vberlieren 
1 
Lert. Des Apoftels Ermahnung. Darin liegt, dak die Lefer den 
Glauben haben. Cr fagt aud, was er damit meint: unfer Heil in 
Chrijto. Diefer Glaube ift den Geiligen ein fiir allemal vorgegeben. 
Wer diefen Glauben im Gergen hat, gehirt gu den Geiligen, der hat 
namlid) Durch Chriftum Vergebung der Sinden. C8 ift die Schriftlehre 
bon dem eingigen Weg gur Seligfeit. Cinen andern Weg gibt e3 nidt. 
Wer einen andern Weg lehrt, der lehrt falfd und verfiihrt die Menfdjen. 
Darum ift e3 unbedingt nodtig, ob diefem Glauben gu fampfen mit aller 
Anjtrengung, mit Wufbietung aller Krafte. Go hat Luther gefampft. 
Durd Gottes Gnade erfannte er, twas der rechte Glaube ijt und tie 
qreulich er berfalfdt worden tar in den Yahrhunderten der Papftherr- 
faft. Er hat e3 auch an fic felbft erfahren, in welde Not und Angft der 
Menfdh gerat, der diefen Glauben nicht hat. Seine Ungewifheit, feine 
Gewwifjensangit im Klofter. Aber auch feine Freude, als er erfannte, 
dak der Menfd Vergebung der Siinden erlangt allein aus Gnaden, um 
Chriftt willen, durch) den Glauben. Das lernte er nun immer beffer 
erfennen aus der Schrift. C8 find befonders dret Grundwahrheiten, die 
ex erfakte und fiir die er bis gu feinem Tode fampfte. 1. Nur die 
GHeilige Schrift fann fagen, twas tir glauben follen, fein Menjfch, fein 
Engel. Denn die Schrift ijt Gottes Wort in allen Teilen und daher 
twahr und guberlaffig. 2. Nur Gottes Gnade macht uns felig. Chriftus 
hat un8 das Heil durd fein Leiden und Sterben ertworben. Da ijt nicht 
das geringfte BVerdienit der Mtenfden. 3. Nur durd den Glauben 
fonnen tir das ergreifen. Diefe Grundfabe find fo midhtig, fo unum- 
ganglich notig, dak wir ja gufehen follen, dak wir fie nicht berlieren. 
Wir Lutheraner haben diefen Glauben jebt. So wird auf unfern 
RKangeln gepredigt, fo lernen unfere Kinder aus unferm Ratehismus. 
Und dad ift derfelbe Glaube, der von Gott felbft den Heiligen aller Zeiten 
borgegeben ijt. Das ijt der Glaube, der Gott allein die Chre gibt, der 
un allein troften und felig machen fann. Der ijt e3 twahrlich wert, dak 
wir Darob fampfen. Wenn wir e3 nicht tun, dann merden wir ihn 
berlieren. Dabvon atveitens. 
49 
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2 


Der Apojtel macht darauf im nadften Vers aufmerffam. Spater 
ijt e3 noch fdhlimmer getworden. Nach 1500 Jahren war wenig bon dem 
Glauben mehr gu finden. Mach der Reformation derjfelbe Progek. Yn 
unferm Lande wird bei vielen die Bibel nidt mehr fiir Gottes Wort ge- 
halten; das ,aus Gnaden” gilt auch nicht mehr. Die Crlofungslehre 
wird al3 beraltet beifeitegeworfen. Man will fogar die Lieder, die bon 
Chrifti Leiden und Sterben fagen, ausSmergen. An Stelle de3 ,allein 
dDurd) den Glauben” febt man ,durch Charafter”, ,durch eigene 
Werke” ufiv. 

Wir Lutheraner ftehen auch in Gefahr. Schon mander ijt fo meit. 
Darum miiffen wir ob dem Worte Gottes fampfen. Wie? GSelbft darin 
leben, e8 fiir eine teure Gabe Gottes halten, unfere Kinder darin unter- 
ridten, eS in der Welt verfiindigen und ausbreiten, un3 nicht verbinden 
mit denen, die Den Glauben preisgeben. Mit allen Rraften fampfen, 
twillens fein, alles dafiir gu opfern, wenn e8 nodtig ijt. Lieber das Leben 
laffen alS dDabon abfallen. 

Denn wenn wir gleidgiiltig werden, wenn e3 uns einerlet wird, ob 
unjer Glaube noch in der Welt begeugt wird oder nicht; wenn wir nicht 
mebr fiir die Wusbreitung diefes Glaubens unter den Menfden beten und 
opfern; wenn wir un3 mit denen berbriidern, die diefen Glauben nicht 
haben: dann werden wir ihn verlieren. Wuf daher! Rampfet ob eurem 
Glauben, den Gott euch aus Gnaden nun fejon hundert Sabre in diefem 
Lande erhalten hat! Gott helfe uns allen dagu. Amen. 

9. 3. Bouman 

















Die Lachis-Briefe 

3 find tobl eher die friegerijden Creigniffe in Palaftina und Seru- 
falem, die heute unfern Blic auf da8 Geilige Land lenfen, als ettva die 
Uusqrabungen dajelbft, obtwohl diefe feit dem Weltfrieg in erhohtem Mae 
pon Englandern und AWmerifanern, bon Frangofen und Deutfdjen neu auf- 
genommen und fortgefebt worden find. Bu den widhtigiten Nadhfriegsfunden 
gebiren atveifelZohne die fogenannten Ladhis-Briefe. Diefe Briefe fihren 
ung hinein in eine Beit, wo nicht eta in und um Serufalem ein Reintrieg, 
wie e8 Heute der Fall ift, gefiihrt wurde, fondern two ein gewaltiges Ringen 
aiwecier Weltreide, Ughpten3 und Babylonien3, um Yerujalem, ja um gang 
Ralajtina eingefebt hatte. Ym Mittelpunkt diefer Creigniffe ftand damal3 
Serufalem und im Mittelpuntt Yerufalems der Prophet Yeremias. Was 
nun im befonderen die Wufmerffamfeit aller Bibellefer auf diefe Briefe 
lenfen mu, ift eben die Tatfade, dak fie giweifel8ohne auf den Propheten 
Seremias Begug nehmen. 

Die Lachis-Briefe find am 29. Sanuar 1935 in Lachis untweit von Yeru- 
jalem in Gchutt und Ade aufgefunden, aber erft im bergangenen Yabhre 
vollends entgiffert und iiberfebt worden. Gie find auf Oftrafa ober Ton- 
fdherben in der bon den Gelehrten fo genannten phonigifden Schrift, aber in 
der hebraifden Sprache gefdrieben tworden. Die Sehriftgiige diefer Schrift 
find nicht die unferer hebraijden Handjfdjriften, die in der fogenannten affy- 
rifden, aramdifden Ouadratfdrift gefdrieben worden find, fondern fie 
find die einer alten alphabetijden Gdjrift, die fic) bis 2000 bor Chrifto gu- 
riidbverfolgen lakt. Diefe alphabetifde Schrift ift nicht nur bon berufenen 
und befonders ausgebildeten Gchreibern benubt worden, fondern aud) von 
Handwerfern und Sdhitlern, wie uns das die Ynfdhriften lehren, fo daf der 
Sdluk berechtigt ift, dak diefe alphabetifche Sdhrift allgemein im Wolf der 
Suden im Gebraud war und aud feiten3 der heiligen Schreiber altteftament- 
lider Gehriften Verwendung gefunden hat. 

Die Briefe find bon einem getviffen Gojaja — ein Name, der Meh. 12, 32 
und Yer. 42,1 vorfommt —- gefdjrieben worden. Diefer Hofaja war wah- 
tend der Velagerung Yerufalems BefehlShaber eines Wupenpoftens an der 
Hauptitragke, die bon Serufalem nach dem Meere fiihrte. Die Briefe hat er 
an feinen Borgefebten Saufd, den Stadtfommandanten in Ladhi3, geridtet. 
Ladhis und Afefa waren namlid die feften Stadte, die neben Serufalem dem 
babylonifden Konig Nebufadnegar und feinem Heerfiilhrer Nebufaradan am 
langften ftandbielten. Denn fo heift e3 bet. dem Bropheten Yeremias: 
vind der Prophet Seremia redete alle diefe Worte gu Bedefia, dem RKonige 
Rudas, gu Yerufalem, da das Heer des Kinigs gu Babel fchon ftritt wider 
Serujalem und wider alle iibrigen Stadte Judas, namlid) wider Ladhis und 
Wea; denn diefe waren als die feften Stadte nod) iibergeblieben unter den 
Stadten Sudas”, 84,6.7. Da Gofaja die Betwegungen de3 babylonifden 
Heeres gu beobadjten hatte, find feine Briefe gunddhft als Meldungen, dann 
aber tweit dariiber Hinaus als Beugniffe bon der gropen Spannung, die da- 
mals giwifden der aghptifden und der babylonifden PRartet in Yerufalem 
geberrfdt hat, gu twwerten. Der Prophet Seremias hatte befanntlid) mahrend 
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der Velagerung dem Volf der Yuden diefes Wort gu fagen gehabt: ,,So 
fpricht der HErr: GSiehe, ich lege eud) vor den Weg gum Leben und den 
Weg gum Tode. Wer in diejer Stadt bleibt, der wird fterben miiffen durds 
Schwert, Hunger und Peftileng; wer aber hinaus fich gibt gu den Chalbdaern, 
die euch belagern, der foll lebendig bleiben und foll fein Leben al3 eine Mus. 
beute behalten”, 21, 8 f.; 38, 2.17.19. 8 ift bem Bibelefer auch befannt, 
twie Jeremias, als er im Lande Benjamin eine Erbfade beforgen wollte, ver- 
dDadtigt wurde, im Begriff gu ftehen, gu den Chalddern oder Babyloniern 
ibergulaufen, und darum feftgenommen und ins Gefangnis getworfen tourde, 
37,18. Wuch bat er fich in den vielen Unterredungen, die er mit dem Konig 
fiihrte, vergeblich bemiiht, Zedefia gu betwegen, fich den Babyloniern gu er- 
geben und fein Leben gu retten. Diefe inneren Kampfe fpiegeln die Lachis- 
Briefe wider. 

Hojaja hatte in jfeinen Briefen vermutlich fiir Seremias Partet er- 
griffen, oder Dem Stadtfommandanten Yaufd war hiervon auf anderm BWege 
etwas gu Oren gefommen. Wenigitens ift immer bon dem Nabi, dem 
Propheten, in diefen Briefen die Rede. Go wird ergabhlt, dak der Prophet 
ein Gdjreiben an einen gewiffen Schallum gefandt habe, al eine Gefandt- 
{daft unterwwegs nad Ugypten mar, um Pharao die Gefahr gu fdildern, die 
dem belagerten Serufalem drohte. Vielleicht mar Sdhallum Fiihrer diefer 
Gefandtidaft, oder er toar ein Freund de3 Propheten, der fic) mit ihm in 
Dderfelben Gefabr befand. Auf alle Falle ruft ihm der Prophet das Wort 
»hisschamer“, ,Qiite did!“ gu. aufch, der Stadtfommandant, ift iiber 
die Tatigkeit de3 Propheten fehr aufgebracdht und fdidt Gofaja eine ganze 
Reihe bon Briefen gu, die er bon dem KRinig Bedefia und deffen Fiirften er- 
halten hatte, damit er fich felber bon dem Cinfluk de3 Propheten ein Bild 
maden fonne. Gr iibermittelt namlich diefe Briefe des Kinigs dem GHofaja 
mit folgenden Worten: ,,Lies diefe Briefe, und du wirft dich iibergeugen 
fonnen, dak die Worte de3 Propheten nicht gut find — fie machen die Hande 
Der Leute in der Stadt und auf dem gangen Lande fdlaff.” Cbenjo, teils 
fogar mit denfelben Worten, flagten die Fiirften, die Xeremias im 38. Kapitel 
feine3 Gudes nennt, den Propheten an. Ym 4. BVerfe diefes RKapitels ift 
namlich gu lefen: ,Da fpracden die Fiirften gum Konige: La dod) diefen 
Mann toten; denn mit der Weije twendet er die Kriegsleute ab, fo nod 
iibrig find in diefer Stadt, deSgleidjen das gange Volf auch, weil er foldje 
Worte gu ihnen fagt. Denn der Mann fucht nidt, was gum Frieden diefem 
Volf, fondern was gum Ungliid dienet.“ Gollten die hier genannten Fiirften 
nicht diejelben getvefen fein, die bon dem Stadtfommandanten Yaufd) in fei- 
nen Griefen genannt werden? Hier wie dort werden fie mit ebendemjelben 
Worte ,Sarim” als Offigiere oder Fiirften begzeidjnet. Hier wie dort er- 
heben fie mit ebendenfelben Worten die WAnflage gegen den Propheten, nam- 
lich dak er die Hande jdlaff made, was Luther einfad mit ,abtvenden” 
iiberfebt hat. Go liegt e3 gar nae, in dem fo oft genannten Propheten diefer 
Briefe feinen andern gu bermuten al8 den Propheten Yeremias. 

Nun ift in den Briefen nicht nur von ,,dem PBropheten” die Rede, fon- 
Dern diefer Prophet wird aud) mit Namen genannt. Go 3.B. im 16. Brief 
diefer Sammlung, two leider nur die lebten beiden Vuchftaben des Namens 
erhalten find, die un3 aber geigen, dak der Name auf die beiden Silben 
»jahu“, die im Sebraifden die lebten beiden SGilben de Namens Keremias 
ausmacjen, endeten. Ym 17. Griefe dagegen ift nur die Anfangsfilbe des 
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Namens abgebrodjen, fo dak der Reft de3 Namen ,,.. . rmejahu“ flar lefer- 
lich ift. Da der Name des Yeremias auf hebraijd ,,Yirmejahu" gu fpreden 
ift, fo ditrfte fein Biweifel mehr auffommen fonnen, dak e8 fich in den Briefen 
nidt nur um ein und denfelben Namen handelt, fondern um ein und diefelbe 
Perfon. Damrit trate dann auch gum erftenmal einer der altteftamentliden 
Propheten in einer 2,525 Jahre alten Ynfehrift auf. 

Der Ausgang diefes Briefwedhfels gwifden HGofaja und Yaufd war nun 
ber, dak OHofaja, der von Yaufch angeflagt worden war, Partei fiir Sere- 
mias ergriffen gu haben, feine fonigStreue Saltung gu redhtfertigen fudht. 
»Mige Gott", fo fchreibt er, die beunruhigen, die Dinge fagen, bon denen 
ich nichts getwupt habe.” ,,Du Haft hiervon nichts gewupt?” antiwortet ifm 
Xaufh aufgebradht. ,,Lies meinen Brief.” Hofaja behauptet in feiner Wnt- 
twort, nie einen foldjen Brief erhalten gu haben. Golche Antworten ver-z 
anlagten Saufd wohl, Hofaja alle Briefe Bedefias und der Fiirften gum 
Lefen gu geben. Hofaja fic ihm die Briefe guriic mit der Vemerfung: 
»Moge Gott dir fundtun, was fic) wirklid) ereignet hat. Warum foll id 
deS Kinigs Gamen fluden?“ 

Das Strafgeridht Gottes aber, das im Yahre 587 vor Chrifto die Stadt 
Xerufalem unter dem Rinige Bedefia ereilte, traf aud die Stadt Ladis. 
Lachis und Yerujalem twourden erobert, gepliindert und in Grand gefebt. 
Des Konigs Familie wurde gefangengenommen, Bedefias Kinder twurden 
vor feinen Wugen getdtet, Bedefia felber tourden die Augen ausgeftoden, 
und er tourde mit Ketten gebunden gen Babel abgefiihrt, Ser. 39,7. Gebdalja 
wurde al Statthalter eingefebt, aber fdjon im fiebten Monat feiner Wmt3- 
tatigfeit meuchlings ermordet, 2 Rin. 25, 25 ff.; Ber. 40, 13 ff. Bn dem 
Schutt und der Wfche der niedergebrannten Stadt Lachis find nicht nur diefe 
Briefe, fondern auch ein Siegel deS Gedalja gefunden worden. Diefes 
Giegel geugt ebenjo deutlich wie die Briefe von dem Geridht, durch das Gott 
dDamals fein ausertwahltes Volf heimjudte und e8 in die Gefangenfdaft 
fiihren lieB. © follte nicht die lebte Gericht3heimfucung diefeS Volfes fein. 
WS eS wieder aus der Gefangenfdaft guriidgefehrt war, judte Gott e3 
in Gnaden heim, indem er feine Verheigungen in Crfiillung gehen und 
feinen eingebornen Gohn Menjdh werden lieh. Aber ihren und der Welt 
Heiland haben die Yuden ,genommen durch die Hande der Ungeredjten und 
ibn angebeftet und ertwiirget”, Wpoft.2,28. Abermals wurde die Stadt 
Serufjalem erobert und gerftdrt, und da3 Volk der Yuden tourde in alle Welt 
gerftreut. Wenn fie aber heute wiederum nad Serufalem guriidwollen und 
gar um Ddiefe Stadt fampfen, fo ift ifr Rampf hoffnungSlofer als je. Denn 
fie haben bid auf den heutigen Tag webder die Geridhts- nod) die Gnaden- 
$eimfudungen Gottes erfannt. 

Ob wir uns nun aber aus alten Snjdriften oder aus unjfern Tages- 
geitungen bon den Rampfen der Yuden um Serufalem ergahlen laffen, immer 
follten uns foldhe Berichte — in weldher Sprache fie auch intmer gefdjrieben 
fein migen — daran erinnern, dak der eilige Gott mit feinen Seim- 
fudungen, durch die er aud) un Heimfudit, eine eingige und eindringlide 
Sprache mit un redet, damit auch wir die Beit ber Geridts- und Gnaden- 
Jeimfudungen unfers Gottes nicht an un bvoriibergiehen Iafjen, one die 
un nod immer dargebotene Gnade in Wort und Saframent im Glauben 
angunehmen umd die Zeit ausgufaufen. 

(J. Peters in der Ev.-Vuth. Freifirde) 
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Did This Fish Live Too Long? 

European scientists are agog over a fish! That may seem like a 
strange statement, but it should be explained at once that this is no 
ordinary fish. This creature is a member of the finny tribe known as 
the Coelacanths, which are supposed to have vanished from the briny 
deep, according to scientists, some 50,000,000 years ago. 

But here it was, swimming around in forty fathoms of water off the 
South African coast just before Christmas, 1938 A. D., when it was 
enclosed with two tons of other fish in a net and brought to the surface 
by a fishing trawler. It measured five feet in length and weighed 
127 pounds. It had blue eyes and handsome steel-blue scales; but the 
remarkable thing about it was that it had fins that were trying to be legs. 

The captain of the trawler brought it to Cape Town, where it was 
mounted by a taxidermist. Photographs were sent to London, where 
Geologist Errol Ivor White of the British Museum called the find “one 
of the most amazing events in the realm of natural history in the 
twentieth century.” 

The magazine Time gives the following interesting description of the 
creature: 

“The fish has very archaic gill flaps and lower jaw, big bony scales 
covered with enamel, lobed and limblike fins, a curious double tail 
divided by a spinal projection. It is a typical member of the Coela- 
canths, a primitive fish family, which first appeared 300,000,000 years 
ago, when the only land animals were amphibians, and which was wide- 
spread and flourishing when the Age of Reptiles was just getting under 
way. The family has been considered extinct for 50,000,000 years, be- 
cause that is the most recent date assigned to any Coelacanth fossil found 
in the rocks. Thus the discovery of a live Coelacanth in the world of 
airplanes and television is as surprising, from an anatomical and evolu- 
tionary point of view, as would be that of a pterodactyl or diplodocus. 

“The coming to light of this ‘living fossil’ creates an evolutionary 
mystery. In logic its kind should have disappeared when the seas began 
to be thronged with more modern, more efficient rivals. A plausible 
theory is that the Coelacanths retreated to the deeps where competition 
was not severe and persisted there as the archaic okapi survived in the 
dense Congo forests, as the primitive duck-billed platypus in benign 
Australia.” 

The above conclusion is a natural one, of course. But would it not 
be just as logical to conclude that the rocks in which the Coelacanths 
appear as fossils are not 50,000,000 years but are of much more recent 
origin? And may not the discovery of this fish, which was not supposed 
to exist any more, indicate that these curious amphibians were not links 
in an evolutionary process which led from lower to higher forms of life, 
but that they have existed as such from the time of creation and that 
they will continue to exist in their original form? 

We do not presume to pose as an authority in these matters, but it 
would seem that the evolution theory has another “mystery” to explain. 

Lutheran Companion 
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Diverse Forms of Modern Rationalism 


Modern rationalism has become so diversified in its ramifications that 
definite categories have become necessary to classify and clarify the 
various trends that confront us today. The subject deserves some atten- 
tion even by the busy minister, though, truthfully speaking, it is, in the 
final analysis, of no great importance for his pastoral polemics, since in 
all the variant systems of Modernism there is the same apostasy from 
God’s Word, the same rejection of the specific doctrines of Christianity, 
the same commingling of Law and Gospel, the same repudiation of the 
vicarious atonement, the same contempt for Scripture as the inspired 
divine Word and the only authority in religion, and finally, the same 
ancient pagan work-righteousness as the hope of man’s salvation. No 
matter how greatly otherwise the Pilates and Herods may contemn each 
other, in their antagonism to the crucified Christ as the only Hope of 
perishing mankind they prove themselves the best of friends. Some may 
wear a little more sheep’s clothing than do the others, but the ravening 
wolf is found in all of them nevertheless. 

We write this at the request of some readers of this periodical, who 
desire more detailed information on the distinctive varieties of the 
Modernism of our time; and while the subject should really be discussed 
more in detail, even the mere incomplete outline which we are here pre- 
senting may help our pastors to understand somewhat better the drift 
of modernistic thought. Of the numerous books which in recent years 
have been published on the subject we may mention: C.S. Macfarland, 
Contemporary Christian Thought (1936); A.C. Knudson, Present Ten- 
dencies in Religious Thought (1924); E. E. Aubrey, Present Theological 
Tendencies (1936); H.R. Macintosh, Types of Modern Theology (1937), 
and, last but not least, H.N. Wieman & B.E. Meland, American Phi- 
losophies of Religion (1936). Other books specifying details may be 
studied in connection with these more general works of classification; but 
for the practical pastor the volumes just named will more than suffice. 
In fact, any single one of them will help him orientate himself in the 
tangled field of modern rationalism. Such pastors as live in larger cities 
may request their public libraries to order these books. Our Seminary 
library will of course accommodate our pastors with such books as are 
available for general use. 

1. Neo-Supernaturalism. We may distinguish two kinds of Neo- 
Supernaturalism: one which somewhat spontaneously originated in our 
country after the pendulum of Liberalism had swung too far left; and 
one which came to us through the spread of Barthianism in America. 
The line of demarcation between the two is, however, rather narrow, 
just as the entire movement is somewhat hazy. In general, Neo-Super- 
naturalism may be regarded as a revolt by liberalistic leaders against 
the crass Modernism of a decade or so ago which had terminated in 
sheer atheism. Fosdick perhaps was one of the first to sound a clear 
note of warning to his fellow-Modernists who carried their rationalistic 
conclusions to such extremes that their destructive views pretty well 
coincided with those of Lenin and Stalin in Russia. In fact, practical 
agreement between American Modernism and Bolshevist Nihilism be- 
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came so apparent that the traditional (orthodox) Supernaturalists, or 
Fundamentalists, of the type of Machen and his followers had so clear 
a case against religious Leftism in our country that Modernism was com- 
pelled to sound a more positive note for the sake of keeping alive. This 
explains the revival of Supernaturalism in American circles, with new 
emphasis on metaphysical realities, such as God and His providential 
government, the necessity of obedience to Him, the hope of happiness in 
a life to come, a positive ethic rooted in a “moral law,” and the like. 
Neo-Supernaturalism today, much as did Germian Supernaturalism about 
half a century ago, assumes that, strictly speaking, neither human reason 
nor science can rightly decide and solve the problems of theological 
metaphysics. The principium cognoscendi in the theology of Neo-Super- 
naturalists is of course not very clear; but in a general way they hold 
that God must make Himself known directly to the individual and that 
man can apprehend Him by “faith” (i. e., by willing submission to Him). 
The outright Schwaermerei of this rationalistic theology is of course ap- 
parent. The Church as a historical, social institution, they hold, can- 
not teach man God, nor can the Bible be his absolute norm of faith and 
practise. The “Word of God” is not any Bible revelation, but God’s im- 
mediate self-revelation in the human heart. Neo-Supernaturalism is 
therefore basically antichristian. It repudiates both the formal and the 
material principle of the Reformation; it knows nothing of the sola 
Scriptura and the sola gratia. It cancels entirely the Christian doctrine 
of Christ’s person and work. It is interested in the “historical man who 
lived in Palestine” only inasmuch as He was the “medium through which 
the transcendant God made Himself known to the world.” The historical 
importance of Jesus attaches, not to His vicarious work but ultimately 
solely to the fact that He absolutely submitted Himself to God and thus 
became the Revealer of God. In mysticism as such Neo-Supernatu- 
ralism is not especially interested, especially not in the Barthian trend, 
which holds that all inward experiences belong properly to psychology 
and not to theology. As representatives of Neo-Supernaturalism in our 
country we may mention the two Niebuhr brothers (Reinhold and 
Richard), Geo. Richard, and E. Lewis. While Neo-Supernaturalists com- 
monly use the traditional Christian terminology, they repudiate orthodox 
Christianity in toto, just as did Schleiermacher a century ago. 

2. Neo-Thomism. What Neo-Supernaturalism is in liberal Protestant 
circles Neo-Thomism is in liberal Catholic circles, though of course 
Neo-Thomism is hedged in by the stringent laws of papistic “orthodoxy.” 
But in more than one way Neo-Thomism may be regarded as a sort 
of scholastic Neo-Supernaturalism. Its peculiar objective is to find in 
the Aristotelian categories of medieval theology the canons of religious 
truth. In the final analysis it is nothing else than ancient Scotism applied 
to our modern age. Its basic rationalism of course requires no further 
demonstration. Even “orthodox” Romanism is inherently rationalistic 
and rejects both the formal and the material principle of ecumenical 
Christianity, in that it accepts neither the Bible as the sole source and 
norm of truth nor the sola fide as the sinner’s only hope of salvation. 
What holds the various Romanistic trends together is their common ab- 
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solute submission to the Pope as the sedes of authority in religion. Neo- 
Thomism is a part of Roman activism, or propaganda, which seeks to 
make ecclesiastical hay while the sun of Modernism in Protestantism 
is shining so very low and warmlessly. 

3. Religious Personalism. Religious Personalism is supernaturalistic 
inasmuch as it asserts not only the absolute personality of God but also 
the distinct personality of man and so the immortality of the soul and the 
freedom of the human will. Personalism has come over into the theo- 
logical field from philosophy. To a great extent it is mystical, seeking 
communion with the divine through self-surrender. In many respects 
Religious Personalism is only a reaffirmation of what Unitarianism long 
ago has predicated of God, the immortality of the soul, and the freedom 
of the human will. Only there is in this new religious philosophy a dis- 
tinct strain of pantheism, which was not found in historic Unitarianism. 

4. Naturalism. Properly speaking, Modernism is nothing else than 
sheer Naturalism, that is to say, the pagan religion of the unconverted 
soul. Today, however, Naturalism, though basically the same, reveals 
itself in various forms. As Religious Absolutism (W. E. Hocking, Geo. 
Adams, etc.) it insists upon “awareness of the Absolute as the complete 
fulfilment of the infinity of all values,” in other words, upon the absolute 
sovereignty of God. As Religious Mysticism (R. M. Jones, C. A. Bennett) 
it advocates “intuitional apprehension of the Infinite.” As Ethical In- 
tuitionalism (Wm. A. Brown) it demands absolute surrender to God 
through spontaneously perceived values as the Highest that man can 
realize. As Religious Estheticism (G. Santayana) it interprets religion 
essentially as the “idealization of the experiences of life.” As Evolu- 
tionary Theism (J. E. Boodin, Wm. Montague, A. Whitehead, F. Northrop) 
it more positively seeks to employ the findings of science to defend be- 
lief in God. As Cosmic Theism (which is closely related to the former) 
it regards the processes of nature themselves as divine. The various ten- 
dencies of Modern Naturalism are, after all, intimately related to one 
another, and there is no clear and sharp line of demarcation to sepa- 
rate them. 

5. Religious Humanism. Fundamentally Religious Humanism aims 
at the complete secularization of religion or at “secularizing the Super- 
natural.” In the final analysis Humanism is not at all interested in the 
“God concept.” Such things as prayer, worship, trust in God, are all 
secondary, indeed of hardly any importance, in its speculative system. 
Its real objective is the “adjustment of man toward himself.” Ultimately 
of course Humanism terminates in downright atheism or in the deification 
of humanity, as did the positivism of Comte half a century ago. Why 
this quasi-philosophy (Epicureanism) should still call itself “religious” is 
a mystery to all who are inured to connecting with religion positive 
creedal concepts. But Humanism has many and very prolific writers, 
such as Walter Lippmann, R. W. Sellars, M. C. Otto, A. E. Haydon, whose 
superficial and glib way of philosophizing greatly appeals to shallow 
minds. “Humanism,” writes C. W. Reese in the Faith of Humanism, “has 
faith in the ability of man increasingly to achieve the possibilities in- 
herent in the nature of man and the universe.” (Am. Phil., p. 267.) 





778 Miscellanea 


Closely related to Humanism is Empirical Theism (E. S. Ames, John 
Dewey, Shailer Mathews, G. B. Smith, B. E. Meland, H. N. Wieman), 
which seeks to go beyond the sheer humanistic views to a metaphysical 
philosophy that appreciates also the supernatural values. The Empirical 
Theist therefore is interested not only in man but also in God, though 
in general his concept of God is extremely indefinite and vague. The 
difference between the two trends is not very great at all; in fact, most 
of those who call themselves Empirical Theists are hardly more than 
Humanists. Both equally attest the bankruptcy of the human mind to 
find God apart from Scriptural revelation. 

But we have written more than we wanted to. Roughly speaking, 
the various forms of Modernism may be classified as follows: 1. Neo- 
Supernaturalism, a more positive religious movement; 2. Humanism, an 
extremely iconoclastic movement; 3) Theistic Naturalism, which seeks 
in nature the deity to be adored. In a general way there has been 
some change from the old-fashioned materialism of open atheism of the 
early ’90’s, though Humanism is very similar to that nihilistic movement. 
But there is hardly any approach to traditional Christianity. Modernism 
today presents a pitiful maelstrom of confused religious thought, with 
no uplifting message for a perishing world. In many cases the writers — 
may they call themselves as they will — outpagan the ancient pagans of 
India and Africa. At best they never rise higher than the three Kantian 
categories of deity, morality, and immortality. A century of religious 
speculation since Schleiermacher, the father of Modernism, has not 
brought the rationalistic religious world a single inch forward. “In the 
wisdom of God the world by wisdom has not known God,” 1 Cor. 1:21. 
But the bankruptcy of rationalism is our opportunity; for “it pleased 
God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that believe” (ibid.). 
May it be ours today in ever larger measure to “preach Christ Crucified 
to them which are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the Power of 
God and the Wisdom of God”! 1 Cor.1:23,24. J. THEoporRE MUELLER 
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Dr. Reu on Scripture and Its Divine Origin.—In Kirchliche Zeit- 
schrift, July number, Dr. M. Reu has published a scholarly and intensely 
interesting lecture on “What Is Scripture, and How can We Become 
Certain of Its Divine Origin?” Dr.Reu points out that Scripture is 
more than a code of morals or of divine teaching; that it is “the book 
of the history of God’s dealings with men, of His revelation and of the 
reaction of man toward this revelation.” “It is the history of salvation, 
the history of the preparation of salvation in the Old Testament and 
the history of the establishment of salvation in the New Testament.” 

Regarding the origin of Scripture Dr. Reu emphasizes strongly verbal 
inspiration, for instance, in the excellent interpretation of 2 Tim. 3:15-17, 
which culminates in the verdict that here “the statement is made about 
the written Word of the Old Testament in its whole extent that it has 
been produced by the breathing of the Spirit of God.” 

Regarding the recent attacks on verbal inspiration Dr. Reu says: 
“Verbal inspiration was the storm center during the last 150 years, and is 
so still today. It is true, there is a theory of verbal inspiration that must 
be refuted. It is that theory of inspiration that degrades the authors 
of the Biblical books to dead writing-machines, who, without any inner 
participation wrote down word for word what was dictated to them by 
the Spirit. We meet this doctrine in the Lutheran Church occasionally 
already during the sixteenth century, more frequently in the seventeenth 
century, although it can hardly be called the earmark of the presentation 
of all orthodox dogmaticians; later it is limited to popular writers, and 
today it is found only in some fundamentalist camps. This theory is 
in direct contradiction to everything that Scripture says elsewhere about 
the influence of God upon human personality, and several facts in 
Scripture itself speak against it. When, however, during the last years 
a hot pursuit was started against this theory in some quarters of our 
Church, this appears to me to be nothing more than a ‘fight against 
windmills,’ because there are hardly many among us who cling to this 
mechanical theory. Alas, not seldom this pursuit aims at the verbal 
inspiration in every form, and thus the combat becomes a fight against 
the testimony of Scripture concerning itself. We do not want to empha- 
size at present the fact that without verbal inspiration we lack every 
guarantee that the divine content is expressed in Scripture correctly 
and without abbreviations; we rather stress the fact that Scripture itself 
demands it. It is demanded by the form of the quotations: ‘The Holy 
Spirit speaks’; ‘God says’; furthermore, it follows from the fact that 
Jesus as well as Paul draw important conclusions from the wording 
of Old Testament passages, a few times even from a single word, as 
orridy in Ps. 82:6 or oxégua in the story of Abraham; and in particular 
does it follow from 1 Cor. 2:12, 13: & xal Aahotwev ovm év Sidaxtoic 
avbeuxivns copiag Adyots, GAA’ év Sidaxtois mvevpatos, mvevpatixois 
vevpatixd ouvxeivovtes: ‘Of these we also speak — not in words which 
man’s wisdom teaches us, but in those which the Spirit teaches, inter- 
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preting spiritual (things) by spiritual (words).’ Here concerning the 
words spoken by the apostle and his coworkers we find expressed both 
the operation of the Spirit and the cooperation of the apostle.” 

From many other interesting passages that we are tempted to quote 
we choose the following: 

“By this unique operation of the Spirit upon the holy writers 
a Scripture came into existence which in all its parts is God’s infallible 
Word for mankind for the purpose of its salvation. It is well known 
that not a few limit this infallibility or inerrancy of Scripture to those 
parts that pertain to our salvation. And, indeed, this is the chief thing; 
and when we remember the purpose for which according to 2 Tim. 3:16 
the inspired Scripture is given, and the emphasis with which we stressed 
the fact that Scripture is the history of the divine revelation for the 
sake of our salvation, then, no doubt, the inerrancy of the parts mentioned 
is nearest to our heart and our first care. Scripture is no text-book on 
history or archeology or astronomy or psychology. But does from this 
follow that it must be subject to error when it occasionally speaks of 
matters pertaining to that field of knowledge? A certain holy awe kept 
me always from the assumption of errors in the original copies of the 
Scripture and its parts; even the mere possibility of errors seemed to 
me excluded by this reverential fear. However, this reverential fear 
alone should not hold one back from a serious reckoning with this possi- 
bility. It may be the result of training, and this training may have been 
wrong. Then there is the difficulty of drawing an absolutely correct 
line of demarcation between those parts that pertain to our salvation 
and those that do not. With some passages it might be drawn success- 
fully; with others, not. Passages that today apparently do not belong 
to the sphere of salvation might in the course of history be experienced 
by the Church at large or by individual members as pertaining to that 
sphere. These are serious considerations, but none of them is decisive. 
The testimony of Scripture alone is decisive. And here 2 Tim.3:16 and 
John 10:35 again stand before our eyes. If in 2Tim.3:16 of ‘all the 
Scripture’ is said that it is tedxvevotoc, brought forth by the Spirit of 
God, does this not exclude every error from the original copy, to which 
the term #edxvevotoc alone can refer? If in John 10:35 the general rule 
‘The Scripture cannot be broken’ is applied to a single, one might say 
incidentally written, word (if in Scripture we may term anything at all 
as casual and incidental), which was indeed important for the under- 
standing and time of theocracy but has nothing to do with our salvation, 
have we then a right to assume errancy for any part of Scripture?” 

F. H. Brunn 

Die VBedentung der altproteftantifden Dogmatif fiir die Miffion. Unter 
Diefer berfdhrift drudt die ,,.Rirdlicje Beitfdrift” (Mug. 1939) aus ,,Cvan- 
gelifde Dheologie” (1939, Heft 1) eine von Lic. Walter Holften gelieferte 
griindlidje und erfreulid) objeftive Unterfudjung itber diefen Punkt ab, die 
aud in unfern Sreifen vielen intereffant fein diirfte. Wir fonnen bier 
allerding3 nur twenige Gabe daraus mwiedergeben, in denen Holften feinen 
Refern gleidfam Thema und MRefultate feiner Arbeit darlegt, hoffen aber, 
damit die Aufmerffamfeit unferer Lefer auf den Artifel gu lenfen und fie 
fo gum Studium dedfelben gu vberanlaffen. Wem Gefagten wird man frei- 
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lid nicht guftimmen fonnen; aud) bier finden fich Gegenfage, die einem als 
iiberfpannt erfdeinen, und AWusjagen, die gu tweit gehen. WAnregend, lehrreid 
und intereffant, toefentlid) aud) toahr, ift aber der Urtifel dDennod. Lic. Gol 
ften fhreibt: ,,Wer der Frage [nach dem Urteil der altproteftantifden Dog- 
matif itber die Miffion] nachgeht, muf allerding3 aud eine nicht untwidtige 
dnderung in feinem Bild bon der Miffions gefdidte vornehmen, wenn er 
e3 durch Die Standarbdmwerke ber Miffionsiwiffenfdaft empfangen hatte. Man 
befommt faft in diefen den Cindrud, al3 fei die altproteftantifde Dogmatif 
ein Stii aus einem Mufeumsfdrank, auf deffen Geltjamfeiten man fic) mit 
Ausrufen de3 Staunens und Kopfidiittelns im Voriibergehen aufmerffam 
madt.” Holften beurteilt dann die oft fritifierte Stellung der Dogmatifer 
zur Heidenmiffion und geigt, dab ,gefiirdtete Streittheologen”, wie Philipp 
Nifolai (De regno Christi, 1597) und nad ihm der groke ,Gchul- und 
Gtreittheologe” Yohann Gerhard eine durdaus rechte Stellung gur Pijfion 
eingenommen haben. Gr fdreibt: ,Mifolai ift nidjt ein einjamer Stern 
am dunflen Simmel! altproteftantifmer Orthodoxie. Cr twiirde dann da, wo 
nad der Bedeutung der altproteftantifhen Dogmati€ fiir die Mijfion gefragt 
wird, nicjt gu befragen fein. Cr mag freilich in feiner umfajfenden Rirden- 
und Niffionsfenninis einfam daftehen. Aber mit feiner Schau der Dinge, 
mit den Geficht3puntten, unter denen er feinen getwaltigen Stoff fieht und 
darjtellt, und unter denen er die Dinge beurteilt, fteht er feft in der Ge- 
meinfdaft der lutherifden Dogmatifer feiner Beit... . Gie find namlid 
feineStweq3 mit Sdjeuflappen durd) die Welt gegangen; die theologifd repra- 
fentierte Geftalt eine3 Yohann Gerhard betweift, wie gern man die durd 
Nifolai vermittelten Kenntniffe aufnahm, beriidfidtigte, vertwendete. Das 
Yuge jener Dogmatifer war durdaus nidt in ihre Folianten und in ein 
lebendfrembde3, twohl gar dem Leben der Kirche frembdes Schema gebannt: 
e3 ging bielmehr in die gange Weite der Welt und der Kirdje.” Sehr fein 
beurteilt Golften das Nein der Dogmatifer gur VBegriindung der Peifjion mit 
dem Miffionsbefehl Matth. 28, ,,die als ungulaffige, haretijdhe Vertwedhflung 
bon MNiffion und Apoftolat empfunden tourde”. Dah diefes Nein in einer 
nitigen Polemif ihre Wurzgel hatte, geigt Golften fehr flar; e3 ift daber 
aud) ein fehr relatives Nein, twomit durdjaus nicht die Miffion an und fiir 
fi berneint tourde. Aber womit begriindeten die Dogmatifer dann die 
Miffion? Holften fdreibt: ,Wir maden alfo die erftaunlide Feftftelung, 
dafB im Ginn der Lutherifden Orthodoxie die Miffion nicht mit dem Miffions- 
befehl gu begriinden, fondern al8 Tat ber Liebe gu verftehen ijt. C3 
pflegte bisher felbftverftandlicd) gu fein, dak e8 dem Pietismus eigen fei, die 
Miffion mit der Liebe gu begriinden. Reformatorifder Haltung entfprede 
e3 mehr, fie al8 Gehorfam gegen ben Miffionsbefehl gu verftehen. Wir 
twerden diefes Dogma forrigieren, ja umfehren miiffen. Gerade die Sauber- 
feit reformatorifden Denfen3, wie e8 bon der lutherifdjen Orthodozie ge- 
pflegt wurde, berlangt als Begriindung der Ptiffion die Liebe. Denn die 
Niffion gehirt in das Gebiet der Ethif, und das dhriftlide Gandeln fteht 
unter der Liebe. Dadurdh fommt in den Zufammenhang von Orthodoxie und 
Pietismus neues Licht. Sie hangen fehr eng gufammen; die Liebe als 
Miffionsmotiv hat der Pietimus von der Orthodozie empfangen. Die Be- 
deutung der altproteftantifdjen Dogmatif fiir die Miffion ift [daber] Mar: 
jene Dogmatif hat iiber die Reinheit des Glaubens getwadt; der Glaube, 
itber deffen Reinheit fie wadhte, ift der Glaube des Pietismms.” (iiberfehen 
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Darf man dabei aber nicht, dak beim Pietismus gerade in begug auf die Kern- 
punfte, Rechtfertigung und Heiligung, die chriftlide CErfenntnis fich febr 
triibte.) ,%Un Miffionsfinn und Miffionsgedanten Hat e3 ihr [der altprote- 
ftantifdjen Dogmatif] nicht gefehlt; von ihr hat fie der Pietismus iiber- 
fommen. ber freilich: die altproteftantijde Dogmatif Le hrte den Glau- 
ben, im Pietismus wurde er tatig. Bene tweift auf die Liebe Hin, diefer 
ibt fie.” (Man verjteht, worauf der Schreiber mit diefem Gegenjab abzielt. 
W3 allgemein twahr aber lakt fich diefer Gegenjab nicht halten; er ftimmt 
auch nicht mit dem, twa8 der Autor friiher gefagt hat.) ,,Wenn die MNiffions- 
taten der Orthodozie fo fiimmerlich erfdeinen gegeniiber dem reicen Mij- 
fionSleben de3 Pietimus, fo geht e3 nidt um Dogmatif, fondern um CErhif, 
um den Glauben, der in der Liebe tatig ijt.“ (Oamit aber foll nicht gefagt 
fein, dDaB bei den glaubigen Dogmatifern der Glaube nicht in der Liebe 
tatig war; denn an Cthif mangelte e3 ifnen um fo weniger, gerade weil 
ifnen GotteS Wort ein fo groper Ernjt war. Bhre Liebe twirfte fic) eben 
anders und auf anderm Gebiet aus.) ,,WXuch wenn twir diefer Sdranfen uns 
fo flar betwuft find, ertveift fich die Bedeutung der altproteftantifden Dog- 
matif fiir die Miffion doch alS uneriwartet groR und pofitiv. Yhr ijt e3 au 
verdanfen, dak das MiffionStwerf deS Pietismus nicht rimifde Werkerci, 
jondern Tat, LiebeStat, des evangelijden Glauben3 tourde.” Voll und gang 
gelwitrdigt ijt mit Dem Tebten Gab daS, twas eine jpatere abgleijfende Beit der 
altproteftantijden Dogmatif verdanft, durdaus nit. Aber davon genug. 
Nux nod) ein anderer Gedanfe. Wenn wir heutgutage in unferer Mitte gum 
MNijfionswerf auf Grund von Matth.28 und Mark. 16 ermafnen, fo tun wir 
Die} mit vbollem Recht. Denn wahrend ja die guten MiffionSwerfke, wie alle 
andern guten Werke, aus Glaube und Liebe fliefen, fo erfcheint un3 dod 
auch in Matth. 28 und Mark. 16 Gottes flarer Wille an alle Chrijten. Man 
vergleide 1 Petr.2,9. Gute Werke haben eben die Cigenart, dak fie fowobhl 
nach der Norm de3 Gejewes als auch in der Liebe gefdehen. JF. T. M. 

Preparations for the Lutheran World Convention. — Our readers have 
been informed that next year, from May 24 to June 2, the Lutheran World 
Convention will meet in Philadelphia. The News Bulletin of the National 
Lutheran Council reports that a commission is drawing up a document 
which expresses Christian attitudes concerning basic social problems. 
This is a part of the study the commission is preparing on the topic “The 
Church in the World,” which study is to be used as a basis of considera- 
tion at the World Convention. 

To keep our readers in touch with developments, we print the fol- 
lowing additional information from the Bulletin: 

“According to the commission’s statement the first part of the study 
will concern general principles ‘setting forth the nature and mission of the 
Church in the world with special reference to the contrasts and conflicts 
between the ideals of the Church and those of the world. This introduc- 
tion also sets forth the distinctive principles by which Christian civiliza- 
tion is developed.’ It is the hope of the commission that this portion of 
the study will be of so ‘timeless’ a character that it will never be out- 
dated. The body of the report, however, ‘proposes to deal with social 
questions which characterize all generations in all countries, but with 
special reference to the social questions of the present.’ 

“The commission’s statement indicates that this practical section of the 
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study will be divided into five parts: ‘The first will deal with problems 
of the more intimate social life, as sex, marriage, home, and such asso- 
ciated subjects as employment of women in industry, child welfare, 
divorce, etc. 

“‘The second part will deal with problems pertaining to the State, 
with authority and forms of government, duties and responsibilities. 

“‘The third part will deal with problems connected with economic 
relations, with reference to problems between labor and capital, between 
production, marketing, consumption, etc. 

“The fourth part will deal with problems involved in cultural rela- 
tions, ideologies, traditions, customs, race, and types of civilization. 

“The fifth part will deal with Christian education in the application 
of Christian truth and principles to science and philosophy as they affect 
life in its social relationships.’ 

“According to the Rev. Dr. Walton H. Greever, chairman of the com- 
mission, the purpose of the Lutheran World Convention and the work of 
this commission is ‘to make the best possible contribution that the Lu- 
theran Church can make on this subject at the present time, recognizing 
the world-wide interest of Christians of all denominations in these vital 
social problems. This report will be prepared and presented with the 
definite purpose that it may become the basis of definite programs by 
which principles and applications may be made known to the whole body 
of the Church, and publicized to the utmost degree. It is not the ex- 
pectation of the committee that any specific program of action may come 
out of this, but that the whole Church may be moved to the possibility 
of an effective educational program. It is also expected that what is pre- 
sented through the report in condensed form may stimulate production of 
a continuous stream of special literature on specific subjects.’ 

“So wide and varied is the field of study that the members of the 
commission during their recent meeting accepted tentative oral reports 
and disbanded to return to their homes to prepare their revised papers 
there. The completed reports will be turned over to Dr. Greever and on 
September 1, he and the Rev. Dr. Conrad Bergendoff, president of Augus- 
tana College and Seminary, Rock Island, Ill., will unify them. Mimeo- 
graphed copies will then be sent to the three foreign members of the 
commission for their approval. 

“In addition to Dr. Greever and Dr. Bergendoff, members of the com- 
mission are: the Rev. Dr. Bernhard M. Christensen, president of Augsburg 
College and Seminary, Minneapolis, Minn.; the Rev. Dr. Thaddeus F. 
Gullixson, president of Luther Theological Seminary, St. Paul, Minn.; the 
Rev. Dr. Emil E. Fischer of the Philadelphia Lutheran Theological Semi- 
nary; and the Rev. Dr. Edward C. Fendt of Capital University, Colum- 
bus, O. The Rev. Dr. Lars W. Boe, president of St. Olaf College, North- 
field, Minn., and a member of the Lutheran World Convention executive 
committee, is serving the commission in an advisory capacity. The 
European members of the commission are the Rev. Dr. Paul Althaus of 
Erlangen University, Erlangen, Germany; the Rev. Dr. Alfred Jorgensen, 
Denmark; and Bishop J.Sandegren of Trichinopoly, India. 

“Except for a single American respresentative on each the personnel 
of the other two commissions preparing studies for the World Convention 
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was chosen from the ranks of the leading European theologians. Their 
studies concern ‘the Church, the Word, and the Sacraments,’ and ‘The 
Church and Other Churches.’ Each topic relates to the general subject, 
‘The Lutheran Church Today.’” 

A later issue of the Bulletin contains a further sketch of the planned 
convention and its program. 

“The group of official delegates will be comparatively small, but an 
effort will be made to secure the participation of the prominent leaders 
in all spheres of church activity. According to the decision of the execu- 
tive committee there will be a total of one hundred and sixty delegates — 
forty to be chosen from among the Lutheran churches in America, forty 
from the Scandinavian countries, forty from Germany, and forty from the 
Lutheran churches in other nations. 

“During the initial convention session, Friday morning, May 24, the 
delegates will be divided into three sections, each charged with the re- 
sponsibility of studying, and acting on, the reports of the three Conven- 
tion commissions. These working sessions will continue until Wednes- 
day, May 29, when the first section will present its report on ‘The Church, 
the Word, and the Sacraments’ to the assembled delegates. 

“On Thursday, May 30, the second section will report on ‘The Church 
and Other Churches.’ The third and final section report, on ‘The Church 
in the World,’ will be heard and acted on the following day. Ample op- 
portunity will be given for study and discussion. 

“Six American and three European Lutheran theologians are prepar- 
ing the study on ‘the Church in the World.’ Except for a single American 
representative on each the personnel of the other two commissions has 
been chosen from the ranks of the leading European theologians. Each 
topic relates to the general convention theme, ‘The Lutheran Church 
Today.’ 

“In addition to devoting many hours to the three basic studies the 
delegates will hear and consider reports concerning the great projects of 
the Lutheran World Convention which are being undertaken in many 
parts of the world. 

“Yet this is but a fraction of the complete Convention progrem. Be- 
ginning on Thursday, May 30, Philadelphia will be the scene of about a 
dozen Lutheran conferences, all to be conducted as integral parts of the 
World Convention. One, an international Youth Congress, will rally Lu- 
theran youth from Europe and America. Appropriately, the theme of 
this conference will be ‘Tomorrow’s Lutheran Church.’ The Rev. Dr.N. 
M. Yivisaker of Minneapolis, executive secretary of the Luther League of 
the Norwegian Lutheran Church, has accepted the chief responsibility for 
the organization and projection of this portion of the program. 

“Arrangements are being made for foreign- and home-mission con- 
ferences, meetings for Lutheran editors, nurses, educators, and Sunday- 
school teachers. All Lutheran men’s groups, women’s organizations, and 
inner-mission agencies will also send representatives to participate in the 
special conferences. Organizations such as the Lutheran Inner Mission 
Conference, the Foreign Missions Conference, and the Educational Con- 
ference have already arranged to hold their 1940 sessions in Philadelphia 
as a part of the Lutheran World Convention meeting. 
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“On Memorial Day, May 30, all Convention visitors will take an ex- 
cursion to Valley Forge, the Trappe Church, and Muhlenberg’s grave. 
For the occasion special patriotic services are being arranged. 

“Climax to this greatest of all Lutheran assemblies will be the final 
service and choral concert in Philadelphia’s Convention Hall, Sunday 
afternoon, June 2. 

“The American section of the Lutheran World Convention executive 
committee is directly in charge of all arrangements for the Convention 
gathering. Members of the committee are the Rev. Dr. Frederick H. 
Knubel, of New York City, president of the United Lutheran Church in 
America and vice-president of the World Convention; the Rev. Dr. Ralph 
H. Long, executive director of the National Lutheran Council and assis- 
tant treasur@r of the World Convention; the Rev. Dr. Lars W. Boe, presi- 
dent of St. Olaf College, Northfield, Minn.; and the Rev. Dr. Abdel Ross 
Wentz of the Gettysburg Theological Seminary, Gettysburg, Pa.” 

What the Lutheran World Convention should do is discuss seriously 
the defections from sound Lutheranism of which many of its members 
are guilty, in order that true unity in the faith may be established. A. 


Why a Deacon Resigned from the Presbyterian Church, U.S. A. — 
John A.Heckel, member of the Rutger Presbyterian Church, St. Louis, 
Mo., and deacon in that church for many years, recently resigned from 
his various offices and his relationship to the denomination. In his 
resignation declaration, as reported by the Christian Beacon (Aug.3, 
1939), he stated as the first two reasons for this important step the 
following: “During the early months of 1939 I learned facts which are 
not generally known by the laity of the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A., 
but which we have every right to know. The following are some of these 
facts: 1. In 1923 approximately twelve hundred Presbyterian ministers 
signed a document called the ‘Auburn Affirmation,’ in which the verbal 
inspiration and inerrancy of the Scriptures is denied and the virgin birth 
of Christ, the blood atonement of Christ, the bodily resurrection of 
Christ, and the miracles of Christ are declared to be ‘one of many 
theories.’ This affirmation was blasphemy and a sin beyond description, 
and yet not only did these men escape décipline, but today every board 
of the denomination has these men on its councils. 2. While the above- 
mentioned apostates were not dealt with, the Presbyterian Church, 
U.S.A., did not hesitate to unfrock men of God who chose to obey Him 
rather than men and who put God’s Word and conscience above the 
dictates of human agencies; such men were Doctors Machen, Laird, 
McIntire, Griffiths, and others. Other ministers, whose sympathies are 
with these men, are not standing with them for fear of action by the 
powerful ecclesiastical machine. This most certainly is not the faith of 
our fathers.” J.T. M. 


Southern Minister Attacks the Verbal Inspiration of the Bible. — 
Under this heading the Christian Beacon (Aug.3, 1939) reports an attack 
upon the Biblical doctrine of Verbal Inspiration (called by the Beacon 
“the historic position of the Presbyterian Church”) by Rev. P. McGeachy, 
Presbyterian minister in Decatur, Ga. The article appeared in the 
Presbyterian of the South (July 26, 1939), in a section entitled “Pres- 

50 
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byterian Round Table.” In the article Dr.McGeachy declares: “I am 
a believer, and a loyal Presbyterian believer, but I am frank to say that 
I take my stand with Barth and Brunner,” viz., in regard to the doctrine 
of Biblical inspiration. The declaration is far too long to be quoted in 
full; yet the following paragraph may interest our readers since it 
closely resembles the standpoint taken by many writers in the United 
Lutheran Church in recent years. 

Dr. McGeachy says: “It is not in my mind to deny Verbal Inspira- 
tion. There must be some sense in which the words which convey an 
idea are inspired if the idea itself is inspired. Undoubtedly there are 
actual and definite words in the Bible which we would not lose for any- 
thing. There are words that are music and light in their very syllables. ... 
What I do object to, however, and what is turning a great and helpful 
fact into a hurtful lie [Hear! Hear!] is the idea that the Bible is to be 
taken in a hard and fast sense, just as, for example, we must take the 
multiplication table. I insist that such an idea is contrary to Pres- 
byterianism and contrary to all that the Bible itself has in mind. And 
yet this idea is rampant among us at this moment, and it is causing schism 
and turmoil and is all unintentionally holding back the coming of the 
King and His kingdom. I say that this holding back of the kingdom is 
unintentional. Men who take this stand are sincere and earnest, and 
they feel that in defending their position they are really defending 
God’s truth. They think that, because some of us do not go with them, 
we have gone off into heresy and that we are guilty of treason to Christ 
and His Church. They think this; they say this; and so far as they are 
able, they carry out their thoughts in deeds. They have created division; 
they have accused men who are equally worthy and sincere with them- 
selves; and they have shed abroad among the professed followers of the 
God of love a spirit of criticism and of censure that shames the cause 
and must surely hurt the heart of our Master. And my insistence is 
that in all this they have been emphasizing something that is usually not 
a matter of importance and that is often an actual hindrance to progress 
in the fellowship of Him who said: ‘Ye shall know the truth, and the 
truth shall make you free.’” 

Very moderately Dr. Carl McIntire replies to this attack editorially: 
“The position taken by Dr. McGeachy is similar to that taken by the 
late Dr. Charles Briggs of Union Theological Seminary, New York, for 
which in 1893 he was suspended from the ministry of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A. One wonders what the brethren in the South 
are going to do about this subtle, insidious, and yet open attack upon 
the historic position of the Protestant Church that the Word of God 
is infallible, pure, and without error. If it has errors, it is not infallible; 
if it is infallible, it does not have any errors and is trustworthy.” 

The last words of the editorial are directed especially against the 
final paragraph, in which Dr. McGeachy sums of his viewpoint thus: 
“I am insisting on the idea of revelation. But I am not saying that, in 
order to have revelation, we must have what some brethren seem to 
demand. These brethren say that the Bible must be absolutely accurate 
in every detail or else it cannot be the Bible at all. They think of the 
Book as a sort of Prince Rupert’s Drop: you must not break even a tiny 
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fragment from it; for if you do, then the whole Book flies into dust 
and nothingness. I had a man say precisely that to me within the last 
month or so. He held that the Bible must be exact in literally every- 
thing or else it was all gone for him. These brethren frequently say 
that it is dangerous to admit that there may possibly be a flaw anywhere 
from Genesis to Revelation. Now, I insist that that fear is not Pres- 
byterian doctrine; it is not the doctrine of the Bible about itself.” 

As the reader peruses this viciously controversial article, which, let 
us bear in mind, was written primarily for Christian laymen, he is amazed 
at the satanic cleverness of the writer’s paralogic argumentation. First 
he pretends to accept verbal inspiration. Next he claims that the Bible 
cannot be regarded as inerrant in all its parts, since that is contrary to the 
Bible itself. Then he accuses those who defend Biblical infallibility as 
holding back the Kingdom, creating division and hurting the heart of the 
Master. Lastly he dismisses the entire subject as unworthy of so much 
consideration, since after all the doctrine of Biblical inerrancy is not 
a matter of importance, but claims that often it proves an actual hindrance 
to progress in the fellowship of Christ. This is destructive cunning 
and a saddening attempt to dynamite the foundation of the Christian 
faith by denying the infallible authority of God’s Word, concerning which 
the Christian Church has always judged: Quidquid Deus revelavit, 
infallibiliter verum est. J.T. M. 

Methodists Too Liberal Concerning Grounds for Divorce. — When 
the Methodists recently held their great “uniting conference,” they 
grappled also with the question under what circumstances it would be 
proper for a minister to officiate at the marriage of divorced persons. 
The resolution adopted says that a Methodist clergyman may function 
at the marriage of a divorced person if this person is the “innocent” 
party and “it is clearly established by competent testimony that the true 
cause for divorce was adultery or other vicious conditions which through 
mental or physical cruelty or physical peril invalidated the marriage 
vow.” That goes a step beyond Scripture. We know from 1Cor.7 that 
there is ground for divorce besides adultery — malicious desertion. But 
to speak, for instance, of mental cruelty as invalidating the marriage vow 
is without Scriptural warrant. A. 

Jesuitism and the Persecution of Protestants. — According to the 
Sunday-school Times (July 8, 1939), the catechism of Pére Picotin, pub- 
lished by Guirodet of Paris in 1929 and bearing the churchly approbation 
of Pére Ignace Foubiget, S.J., asks the children: “Were it not, then, of 
great importance, dear child, that the holy inquisition be again restored 
for the salvation of souls?” The answer is: “Yes, that is the end for 
which all the faithful must strive.” Question: “What are the counsels 
of the Fathers in this matter?” Answer: “We must root them out with 
death, kill them, burn them, tear them in pieces, break them on wheels, 
and crush them.” (P.128ff.) The report further says: “Antonia Oldra, 
S.J., of Turin, an Italian Jesuit, has this to say (1927): ‘When the 
Church has exhausted all springs of Christian patience, there remains 
nothing left, if it and its members are to be protected and heresy against 
the obedience of the Church in the matter of teaching and true inter- 
pretation is to be suppressed, than to resort to the extremities of death- 
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punishment. Think of the heresies of the Waldenses, the Albigenses, 
the Lutherans, and all those Vandals who are greedy for Christian blood. 
Remember that one heretic is worse than the greatest criminal, and 
your conscience will no longer be troubled by the thought of a necessary 
death-punishment in order to remove all the evil germs of that moral 
and material infection.” The Times then goes on to say: “The Wal- 
densians, mentioned by Father Oldra as ‘greedy for Christian blood,’ are 
rather an élite people. They hold high positions in Italian life as judges, 
university professors, physicians, teachers, government officials, officers 
in army and navy, bankers, manufacturers, and business men. The 
royal house of Savoy has long engaged nurses, tutors, and governesses 
from among them just because of their character.... ‘These are they 
who have come out of great tribulation.’ Here are some of the dates 
in their church history: 1380 — Burning of the Pastors Galosna and Mar- 
tino. 1487 — Crusade against them under Innocent VIII and the inquisitor 
Cattaneo; reign of terror in the Valleys. 1528— Massacre of Provenza 
under the Inquisitor Domenico di Roma. 1545—Edict of Francis I: 
massacre of innumerable Waldensians. 1558— Martyrdom of Martino 
Gonin, Stefano Bruno, Nicola Sartorio, Giofreddo Varaglia. 1560: 
Destruction of the Calabrian Piedmonteses. 1655— Massacre of two 
thousand Waldensians. 1658— Duke Vittorio Amedeo issues an edict of 
suppression: 12,000 imprisoned, many exiled, churches destroyed. 1713 — 
Expulsion of Waldensians from Val Pragelato. 1851— New persecutions 
in the Grand Duchy of Tuscany. June 24, 1929—The State gives an 
authorizeu standing to the Waldensian Church.” It is well for those who 
suggest that the various churches offer a united front against the evils 
of our time under the leadership of Rome to restudy the bloody chapters 
of history that tell of the fury of the Papacy against all who dared to 
profess the pure Gospel.* J.T.M. 


The Church and Sex.— Under this heading the Christian Beacon 
(August 10), controversial organ of the Bible Presbyterians, writes edi- 
torially: “The Modernists are certainly running with a free hand in the 
Synod of California of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. The 
Berkeley Daily Gazette gave lengthy accounts of the meetings and 
speeches. An Auburn Affirmationist was elected moderator, a man who 
signed the document which denies the inerrancy of the Scriptures and 
calls the virgin birth, the bodily resurrection, the blood atonement, and 
the miracles of our Lord simply ‘theories.’ According to the report the 
retiring moderator gave a typical modernist address, and the most at- 
tractive class in the Synod was said to be the one on ‘Marriage and the 
Home,’ conducted by another Auburn Affirmationist. Of this the report 
says: ‘A wave of surprised laughter greeted Rev. Davis’s statement to the 
effect that dancing is a clean, frank sex mechanism for persons who have 
not found their mates. It should be encouraged, he said, but not for 
married people.’ In the past the Christian Church has always left ques- 
tions of sex where they properly belong —in the intimate family circle. 
If the home is failing in this day to meet this ancient problem, then it 


* There are not many periodicals today that dare to tell the world what 
Rome really is and demands. 
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is not the duty of the Church to take up the problem and to handle it in 
‘conferences’ or ‘discussion groups’ but rather to give us homes where 
these questions will remain in their proper sphere. When the Church 
goes into intimate, detailed sex education, there is little argument left 
to restrain the State from the same intrusion. If the Church is going to 
invade the sanctity of the home, what argument is there to prevent the 
State from invading the same sanctity? The trouble is that when the 
Church gets away from the grace of God and the sound, simple explana- 
tion of the Bible, it invades many foreign spheres and usurps preroga- 
tives which God has not given to it. This Presbyterian leader does not 
like to see married couples dance but thinks that unmarried couples 
should indulge in such a ‘clean, frank sex mechanism’ in order to find 
out their mate —and all this in the name of the Church! It should be 
enough to disgust (and it certainly does just this) many Christian people. 
There is no substitute for the Moral Law and the old Ten Command- 
ments, the Bible’s revelation of chastity and purity.” 

While dancing is by no means “clean,” it is certainly a very obvious 
“sex mechanism,” even brutally “frank” at times. By calling it that, this 
Modernist dance advocate has fitly described just why it is so alarmingly 
dangerous, not merely for the married but also for the unmarried, and 
why Christian people, both individually and collectively as a Church, 
must raise a warning voice against it. Those who claim that dancing has 
nothing to do with sex are simply not speaking the truth. J.T.M. 

Baptist World Congress.— Having met in Berlin, Germany, five 
years ago, the Baptist World Alliance held its quinquennial meeting in 
Atlanta, Ga., beginning its sessions July 22. When one reads that one 
evening 57,000 people entered a baseball park to attend a convention 
pageant held there and that 28,000 more tried unsuccessfully to gain 
admission, one is furnished an idea of the tremendous numbers that 
attended the Congress or at least showed an interest in its activities. 
Whoever read the newspaper reports had to gain the impression that 
little else than the subject of religious and political liberty was brought 
before the delegates for discussion; but from accounts in the religious 
press we learn that several other topics, for instance, evangelism and 
religious education, were given much prominence. Unfortunately the 
social gospel received recognition, too. The reader must not think that 
these Baptists represented a closely knit organization. Baptists are 
opposed to everything that smacks of ecclesiastical domination. They 
are ultracongregational in their conception of the outward form in which 
the life of the Church at large is to manifest itself. A negative attitude 
was taken toward the World Council of Churches, though membership in 
it on the part of the Northern Baptist Church was not branded as dis- 
loyalty to the Baptist fellowship. Dr.J.H.Rushbrooke of London was 
elected the new president of the Alliance, which is said to represent 
12,000,000 people in sixty nations. A. 

What a “Liberal” has Learned from the Holy Rollers. — Writing 
under a pen-name in the Christian Century, a man who avows himself 
a “Liberal” states what the churches that represent his brand of religion 
must learn from the Holy Rollers. His mother has become a member of 
iy sect. What induced her to leave the denomination in which she 
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had been brought up was the earnestness and the spirit of sacrifice mani- 
fested by the Holy Roller preacher and his congregation. This minister 
called to see the mother when no other minister would. His salary is 
$667 a year, while that of the five other Protestant ministers in his town 
ranges from $1,800 to $3,000 and has attached to it the free use of 
a parsonage. This situation gives the Holy Roller pastor a great 
advantage with the poor people, struggling to carry on with $48 a 
month if they are WPA workers. What this “Liberal” says is something 
all of us should ponder. A. 


On Union. — A letter written by J. E. McAfee and published in the 
Christian Century presents thoughts on the union of church-bodies which 
might well be pondered quite generally. Speaking of the Methodists, 
he says: 

“What have the Methodists done? They have made one big sect 
grow where formerly there were three little ones — relatively little. The 
nature of the growth has not been changed; Methodists are as much 
a sect as ever, perhaps more one now that they feel the strength of eight 
millions. 

“The sectarian structure is not appreciably changed. The smallest 
branch of the new body was induced to retire from its historic position 
on the episcopate, reverse itself, confess its sin, so to speak, and yield 
to a domination which it formerly scorned. But not even a Methodist 
will acclaim that as a great achievement, since for Methodists the epis- 
copate is an expedient; the issue of apostolic succession is not involved. 
We must wait until the Episcopalians and the Presbyterians unite to 
witness the contortions of libertarian presbyters swallowing in one gulp 
their historic pride and the apostolic episcopate. 

“The Methodists ran true to sectarian form in legislating doctrine by 
majority vote. They not only arbitrarily prescribed labels by which the 
elect are to be known in the community, but they voted proprieties and 
obligations of citizenship, the majority overriding the minority with even 
more éclat than the majority commonly practises in a political party con- 
vention in defining party regularity. 

“In short, no gain has been made at the points where the vitality and 
destiny of religion in our American society are at stake. Indeed, it is 
a question whether a big and trebly powerful sect is not more a menace 
to these sacred interests than are three sects whose divisions weaken 
them at the point where they are most capable of doing mischief to 
elemental religion in a democratic community. The ability of the new 
big Methodism to override the sanctions of truth and the whole com- 
munity’s right to determine the spiritual equities and destiny of the 
community — that ability is all the more dangerous now that there are 
eight millions of sectaries marshaled in one compact host, ready to yield 
to the domination of a single hierarchy, which is rendered the less re- 
sponsible to the community because made more powerful in its own right. 

“The great and insistent issues of the religious field today are not 
advanced one whit, so far as the dispassionate onlooker can determine, 
by the eloquently heralded event of Methodist union. The physical 
grandeur of the event is rather likely the more effectually to obscure 
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these issues and overwhelm them with cymbal-clashing demonstrations 
of irrelevancies. 

“What is the nature of truth? What place does religion hold in 
a democratic society? How are democratic forces and sanctions to be 
placed in control of the community’s religious interests? The Methodists 
have made no contribution to the answer to these questions. They have 
rather thrust them to one side in their clamorous achievement of what 
is at its best an irrelevancy.” A: 

An Appeal for More Dogma. — “More dogma is the appeal of Canon 
Bell in the Atlantic Monthly,” writes the Sunday-school Times. “Canon 
Bell, a former professor of religion at Columbia University, has a far 
from exalted idea of the average college professor’s knowledge regard- 
ing the great themes of time and eternity as set forth in Christianity. 
But he rightly lays his finger on the theological seminaries as the chief 
delinquents. ‘The general public, finding next to no doctrine taught 
from Christian pulpits and weary of ideas and sentiments spun out of 
the void, has simply stopped going to church.’ This is because ‘a great 
many preachers themselves do not know what the great, agreed teach- 
ings of Christianity actually are. That is partly the fault of the in- 
stitutions which prepare preachers. The American theological college 
gives a disproportionate deal of time to “religious education” and “Chris- 
tian social service.” There is no fault to be found with religious educa- 
tion, provided one has a religion in terms of which to educate. Nor is 
Christian social service a thing to be neglected, provided one has a Chris- 
tian philosophy on the basis of which to construct and manage society. 
As derivatives of theology both have meaning; as substitutes for theology 
they are empty wind. A vast number of clergymen do not know what 
are the accepted principles of the Christian religion. If they are per- 
suaded that they should preach doctrine, they do not even know where 
or how to begin doing it.’ This is unquestionably true, and the injury 
which the unfaithful theological seminaries have done to the Church 
and to the nation in our day is simply immeasurable. Theology is the 
basis of everything. A work containing, on the inside of the back cover, 
scribbled notes by Woodrow Wilson, was found in Dr. Gresham Machen’s 
library. The author had in various places spoken contemptuously of 
theology and of the great Princeton theologian [Machen]. Wilson’s note 
was: ‘Does the author never realize that, if a man is really a Christian, 
that which the writer calls theology is the sweetest, dearest thing to 
his heart?’” 

More important still than Woodrow Wilson’s remark is that of Luther, 
who writes: “In the Church nothing should be preached or done except 
that alone which is God’s Word; for here it is not permitted to do or 
undertake anything according to human judgment; here no man should 
presume to avail anything; here no thought or action should be recog- 
nized but that which comes from God Himself, as also St. Peter writes 
in his first epistle, 4:11: ‘If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles 
of God; if any man minister, let him do it as of the ability which God 
giveth.’” (St. L. Ed., 12:841.) Canon Bell’s plea for more dogma in 
American seminaries and pulpits is certainly more than justified. 

J. T. M. 
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Brief Items.— The Lutheran seminary at Mount Airy again is pro- 
vided with a president. Recently Prof. Luther D. Reed, who has been 
serving that institution since 1906, first as director of the library and after 
that as professor of liturgics and church art, has been called to this 
position of honor and high responsibility. He takes the place of the late 
Dr. Charles M. Jacobs. 


“Just then the woman kneeling beside me, who also, apparently, 
thought that single souls were important, since she, an extremely busy 
person, had come here at seven in the morning to help one in its progress, 
put her hand on my arm and directed my eyes to the altar of the 
Sacred Heart before us. I saw that what she wanted me to see was 
the marble statue of our Lord. And I saw that His arms were out- 
stretched as if in welcome. It was this which made me know I was 
at home.” So writes in America a woman convert to Romanism. Can 
anything savor more of stark emotionalism? 


Contending that higher education is worldly and leads to sin, Amish 
and Mennonite groups in Pennsylvania have succeeded in forcing that 
State to make a change in its education laws which will permit children 
to leave school at the age of fourteen for farm and domestic work, pro- 
vided they have completed the highest grade of elementary school in 
their district. This will lower the compulsory education standard by 
one year. — Christian Century. 

Dr. Adolf Hult, professor of Church History at Augustana Seminary, 
Rock Island, Ill., says in an article in the Lutheran Companion that the 
threatened elimination of the theological faculties in the universities of 


Leipzig, Heidelberg, and Rostock is not surprising. The theologians, so 
he says, taught people not to believe. “The world of today has logical 
minds, and it draws conclusions from the late scepticisms.” 


Dr. Frank Buchman, leader of the so-called Oxford Groups, is now 
sponsoring “moral rearmament” by the nations of the world. In the 
famous Hollywood Bowl he recently addressed a gathering estimated 
at twenty-five thousand people. What he stresses in his endeavor is the 
recognition that we all need honesty, purity, unselfishness, and love. 
Very true; but does he realize that first the tree must be made good 
before the fruit can be good? 


Auf dem Jahresfest der Hermannsburger Mission, das am 23. und 
24. August stattfinden soll, soll besonders des 90-jahrigen Bestehens der 
Missionsanstalt gedacht werden. Am 12. Oktober d. J. werden es neunzig 
Jahre sein, dass Ludwig Harms die ersten Missionszéglinge in das Mis- 
sionshaus aufgenommen hat. — A. E. L. K. 

Dr.J.Ross Stevenson, president emeritus of Princeton Theological 
Seminary (Presbyterian), died August 13. He was a thoroughgoing 
unionist and opposed Dr. Machen in the latter’s struggle against Modern- 
ism in the Northern Presbyterian Church. 


In the June number of the Kirchliche Zeitschrift an important paper 
from the pen of Dr. Reu appeared having the subject “Unionismus.” 
Our journal will at an early date print copious extracts and its evaluation. 

A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 

The Spirit of the Shepherd. An Interpretation of the Psalm Immortal. 
By M.P. Krikorian. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 125 pages, 542x734. Price, $1.00. 

The Twenty-third Psalm is truly the Psalm Immortal, having as firm 

a hold on the hearts of believers as ever in the entire history of the 

Church. Within a short time three books offering an explanation of the 

psalm have been published: My Shepherd Life in Galilee, by Stephen 

Haboush; A Shepherd Remembers, by Leslie Weatherhead; and now the 

book by Krikorian, whose childhood home was near the Cilician Gates 

in the Taurus Mountains, the pass which was repeatedly used by St. Paul 
on his missionary journeys. The author of this book is a Fundamentalist 
and presents his exposition on Biblical grounds, in a most reverent and 
impressive manner, which is truly edifying to preacher and layman 
alike. The first two chapters are introductory in character: The Spirit 
of the Shepherd; A Psalm of Solemn Beauty. The remaining five 
chapters are given titles from the Old Testament designations of the 
covenant God: Jehovah-Jireh (The Providing Shepherd-Lord) , Jehovah- 

Tsidkenu (The Pioneering Shepherd-Lord), Jehovah-Shalom (The Paci- 

fying Shepherd-Lord), Jehovah-Nissi (The Prevailing Shepherd-Lord), 

and Jehovah-Shammah (Permanently at Home with the Shepherd-Lord). 

The exposition throughout is given with the background of Oriental 

conditions, as the author was familiar with them. It is strange that he 

should speak of the rod as the shepherd’s crook, whereas other Oriental 
writers distinguish between the rod or bludgeon, as the weapon of offense, 
and the staff, or shepherd’s crook, as the crook for the guidance of the 
sheep. (See p.74.) We cannot, of course, countenance the strange abuse 
of the Lord’s Supper which is related with approval on page 98, when 

a Christian facing death used the sand of the desert as the external 

means for the Eucharist. There are passages of exquisite beauty and 

power throughout the book, and one will benefit much by reading and 
studying the small volume. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Seven Saved Sinners, or How God Saves Men. A study of God’s 
varieties of religious experience in the Book of Acts. By William 
Ward Ayer, D.D., Pastor of Calvary Baptist Church, New York 
City. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 126 pages, 
5%x8. Price, $1.00. 

While by no means a work of deep theology, this book treating of 
the conversions of the eunuch, Paul, Cornelius, Sergius Paulus, Lydia, 
the Philippian jailer, and Apollos can be of help to the pastor who wishes 
to preach sermons on the Book of Acts. Each one of the seven sermons 
here submitted is preceded by a simple historical study. Not everything 
in the book can receive our endorsement. We cannot share the view 
that Cornelius, before Peter came to him, was an unconverted man. 
The story in Acts shows that he was a true child of God. What he 
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lacked was the knowledge that the Messiah had appeared. That re- 
baptism is sanctioned (p.124) likewise is an item which we have to 
oppose. It strikes us as infelicitous, to say the least, when the writer 
divides the conversions under discussion into two classes, the “calm” 
and the “hilarious,” and when he puts that of the eunuch, Sergius Paulus, 
Lydia, and Apollos in the first group and that of Saul, Cornelius, and 
the Philippian jailer in the second (p.8). Certainly a better adjective 
than “hilarious” could have been found. The same stricture applies to 
“uproarious” as describing some of these conversions. The many refer- 
ences to the experiences of Billy Sunday have their explanation in 
Dr. Ayer’s conversion in a Billy Sunday campaign. W. ARNDT 


A Summary of Christian Doctrine. A Popular Presentation of the 
Teachings of the Bible. By Edward W.A. Koehler, Instructor in 
Concordia Teachers’ College, River Forest, Ill. Koehler Publish- 
ing Co., River Forest, Ill. XV and 292 pages, 6x9. Price, $2.00. 

Prof. Koehler has the reputation of being an excellent teacher. That 
this reputation is justified readers of this book can definitely confirm. 
There is, in the first place, an orderly arrangement of the topics to be 
presented with carefully chosen chapter and paragraph headings. Next, 
one is struck by the clarity of the discussion, enhanced by the absence 
of superfluous technical terminology; if there is an obscure statement in 
the book, this reviewer has failed to see it. Finally, the work abounds 
in analogies and illustrations, adduced to make the abstract material 
take on meaning for the student. The purely formal side of the book 
hence entitles it to high commendation. 

Still more important is the question whether the doctrine presented 
here is thoroughly Scriptural. Everybody who intimately knows Pro- 
fessor Koehler is aware that he is an ardent Lutheran, a staunch defender 
of the faith once delivered to the saints, and always intent on submitting 
to what the Scriptures teach. The present work is in keeping with what 
has just been stated. It is sound in its teaching and a reliable guide 
for those seeking instruction in the truths revealed in the divine Word. 
The author is likewise on the alert to ward off error and, while not 
giving the antithesis much space, does not hesitate to mention it when 
speaking of a doctrine. 

It ought to be added that it is the author’s aim to cover the whole 
field of Christian doctrine. In respect to his purpose he says in the 
Foreword (p.IIf.): “The reason for writing this Summary was to 
provide students with a suitable manual to be used in connection with 
the Bible as the basis for class discussion of Christian doctrines. Between 
the Catechism used in elementary instruction, and the larger works on 
Dogmatics used in theological seminaries we have at present no book 
which in a concise form and yet in a fairly comprehensive manner 
systematically treats the doctrines of the Scriptures. While not sup- 
planting the more scholarly works used in theological seminaries, . . . 
the Summary may supply a real need in Christian colleges.” 

In addition, so the author remarks, he hopes the book will serve 
pastors as a convenient review in Christian doctrine, furnish topics and 
material for conference essays and for lectures, and especially aid 
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teachers in parish and Sunday-schools in their blessed work. Very 
correctly he says: “Confused teaching is often due to confused knowl- 
edge.” And finally he thinks that his book, written in a plain style and 
eschewing technical terms, will appeal to the average layman. Laymen, 
of course, ought to strive to grow in Christian knowledge, and here they 
are furnished a good means. In thinking of the character of the book, 
we are reminded of the popular doctrinal compends reprinted more than 
half a century ago by our fathers, written by Hunnius and Loeber. 
What these men of God hundreds of years ago undertook, our author 
has attempted for our own day and generation, and in the opinion of 
this reviewer he does not have to fear a comparison. W. ARNDT 


When God Died. By Herbert Lockyer, D.D. Wm.B.Eerdmans Pub- 
lishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 118 pages, 5428. Price, $1.00. 
Dr. Lockyer was brought to America from England by the Extension 
Department of the Moody Bible Institute, under whose auspices he made 
a number of evangelistic tours of American cities. He is author of a 
large number of books, mostly evangelistic and apologetic in nature. 
When God Died presents a series of meditations for Lent, including de- 
scriptive messages on the seven words of Christ on the cross. The very 
title of the volume shows the Christian belief that he holds of Christ. 
In his Preface he writes: “Yes, God Himself became the Lamb (John 
1:29)... . What is this but the death of Deity? God spilling His 
blood in order to acquire the Church! Not only representatively but 
intrinsically Christ Himself was God. Some there are who vainly try 
to separate our Lord’s two natures.” Very stoutly he defends the Scrip- 
tural truth that on the cross God died for our sins. This does not mean 
that the reader can accept every statement the author makes. He speaks 
of a change which the incarnation of our Lord made in the composition 
of the Trinity. (Cf. Preface.) This statement goes beyond Scripture as 
also does another: “Flesh and bones have become a part of the Trinity 
now!” Again, when in the chapter “Mystical Transfusion” he speaks of 
the transfusion of Christ’s blood into our own bodies for the sake of 
spiritual healing, he apparently forgets that justification is a forensic and 
not a medical act, and his paragraphs reflect a mysticism which, too, 
goes beyond Scripture. But there is in this book so clear and fearless 
a confession of what Modernists have derided as the “blood theology” 
that one can hardly read this series of Lenten meditations without abid- 
ing pleasure. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Vohann AUlbredht Bengel. Der Kiofterprageptor von Denfendorf. Sein Wer- 
den und Wirken nach handfdriftliden Ouellen dargeftellt von Karl Her- 
mann. Calwer Vereinsbudbandlung, Stuttgart. 488 Seiten 6x9. Preis: 
Jn Leintwand mit Dedel= und Riidentitel gebunden: RM. 7.80. 

Vielleicht darf ic) mit einer perfinliden Erinnerung beginnen. Ws tieinem 
Knaben, der, wie Kinder dieS oft tun, feinen Vater bei der Arbeit beobachtete, 
fiel mir fehon auf, dak er beftindig bet feiner Vorbereitung auf die Predigt ein 
Buch, das ich fpater alS BengelS ,Gnomon” fennen lernte, auf dem Studiertifce 
liegen hatte und fleifig 3u Rate 30g. WlS ich dann inS Predigtamt trat, fdentte 
mir mein Vater diefes Buch, und e8 ift feitdbem ein wertvoller Veftandteil meiner 
theologifden Bibliothef, den id) nie miffen midte. Aus den vielen Beugniffen 
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itber Bengel und feinen ,Gnomon”, von fehr verfdhiedenen Perfonen, die id) in 
mein Eremplar eingetragen habe, will ic) nur zwei anfithren. Der befannte Pro- 
feffor der Dogmatif und neuteftamentlicden Cregefe F. WU. Philippi hat gefagt: 
»Bengel8 Gnomon novi testamenti ift ein Werk bewunderungswiirdigen Sdarf- 
finneS und Feinfinnes nad Bnhalt und Form. ... Das Studium bietet im 
Ganjen fehr reiche WusSbeute und bleibenden Gewinn.” Und John Wesley, der 
Stifter der methodiftijcden Gemeinfdaft, fagte 1755, er fet entfdloffen getvefen, 
nur feine eigenen Bemerfungen jum Neuen Teftament gu geben. Nachdem 
aber das grofe Licht der chriftliden Welt Bengel befannt getworden fei, glaube er, 
der Sache der Religion nicht beffer dienen 3u finnen, al8 wenn er den ,Gnomon“ 
iiberfege. Und fo ift diefeS guerft 1742 erfdhienene Werk auger im lateinifden 
Original fdon langft aud in englifder und deutfcher iberfegung gu haben. 
Das Leben und Wirken diefeS Theologen wird nun in dem dorliegenden Werte 
gang griindlicd) und eingehend gefdhildert, und e8 ift bet weitem die befte Biographie, 
die von Bengel erfdienen ift. Das erfte Buch behandelt feine RKindheit und 
Bugendzeit. Das sweite fcildert unter dem Titel ,Der RKlofterprazeptor von 
Denfendorf” feine prattifdhe und wiffenfdaftlide Taitigteit. Das erfte Buch jer: 
fallt in elf Kapitel, das gweite in fieben, und namentlic intereffant ift im stweiten 
Buche das fiinfte KRapitel, das itberfdhrieben ift: ,Jm Dienfte der Heiligen Schrift 
Neuen Teftaments” (S. 368—408). Der Verfaffer hat auch die Tatigteit Bengels 
gefdhildert, die der Kriti= unterliegt, unter den itberfdriften ,3m Banne apofalyp- 
tijher Forfdhungen” und ,Die Begegnung mit Zingendorf”. Mit welder Griind- 
lichfeit diefe Biographie gearbeitet ift, zeigt die Tatfache, dah das Verzeichnis der 
Ouellen und Unmerfungen dreiundjwanjig Seiten umfagt, und am Scluffe findet 
fih ein Perfonenregifter, das acht Seiten fiillt. CES ift ein fo eingehendes und mit 
fo ftaunenSwertem Fleif auSgearbeitetes Werk, wie man ¢8 nur felten findet, und 
e8 ift Dagu, wie man daS auc) bon der Verlagsbhudhandlung gewohnt ift, aus- 
gezeichnet gedrudt und auSgeftattet und mit einer gangen Reihe Wbbildungen 
verfehen, dDarunter fieben Tafeln auf Kunftdrudpapier. Bengel wubte die tieffte 
Srommigteit mit der gropten Gelehrfamfeit gu verbinden und wahre Frimmigfeit 
war ihm das befte Mittel gu einer griindlichen Gelehrjamfeit. Erudita pietas! 
8 ift etwwaS von einer Wufgabe, das Buch gu lefen, aber niemand wird e8 be- 
reuen, weil er eben mannigfaden und reiden Gewinn davontrigt. 
&. Firbringer 

Die einen guten Kampf gefampft. Vom Ringen und Reifen chriftlicher 

Deutfdher. Von Martin Haug. Calwer Vereinsbudhandlung in Stutt- 

gart. 272 Seiten, 434x8. Preis in einen: RM. 3.80. 


Dies feffelnd gefdriebene Buch bietet eine Reihe von biographifden Stigzen, 
die wenigftenS gum Teil aud fiir den Theologen intereffant find. Der Verfaffer 
behandelt die folgenden Perfonen: CErnft Morig Arndt, Sohannes Falf, Adolf 
Stier, Friedrid) von Bodelfchwingh, Ludwig Nommenfen, Adolf Damafdfe, Graf 
gerdinand bon Zeppelin, Gord Fod, KRafpar Rene Gregory, Rudolf Kock, Ehren: 
fried Giinther Freiherr von Hiinefeld, Anton Ludwig Friedrich) Wuguft von 
Madenfen. Wir fehlieben uns dem Urteil einer deutfdhlindifden Zeitung an: 
oRicht vollftindige LebenSbefdhreibungen in ermiidender Breite find 8, fondern die 
padenden Momente und die tragenden Gefdehniffe, die hier bildhaft gefdildert 
werden.” Wer Buformation iiber diefe hervorragenden Geftalten fucht eder aud 
wohl einem Jugenddverein etwas Gediegenes auf dem Gebiet der chriftliden Bio- 
gtapbhie bieten midte, wird dies Bud mit Spannung lefen. 

f. € Kregmann 
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The Radio for Christ. Radio Messages Broadcast in the Sixth Lutheran 
Hour. By Walter A.Maier, Ph.D. Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo., 1939. 417 pages, 544x734. Price, $1.50. 

The Lutheran Hour addresses by Dr. Walter A. Maier are too well 
known by this time to need any comment. The sixth Lutheran Hour 
brought an abundance of letters, about 130,000. There is no doubt that 
the Lutheran Hour has not only made our Church known to many 
thousands in our country, but has also brought a knowledge of the truth 
and its spiritual edification and comfort to not a few. It has also added 
members to our churches. The expense of broadcasting over sixty-six 
stations we believe to be warranted. The Lutheran Hour presents an 
opportunity to make the many listeners acquainted with the great doc- 
trines of the Christian religion, and this Biblical indoctrination is much 
needed in our country just at this time. The broadcasts will be resumed 
this fall. The present volume of addresses has been dedicated to 
Edmund Seuel, the Treasurer of our Synod and manager of our Con- 
cordia Publishing House. J.H. C. Frrrz 


The Institutional Missionary and His Ministry. By E.Duemling, In- 
stitutional Missionary, Milwaukee, Wis. 64 pages, 544x8. Price, 
50 cts. Order direct from the author, 1737 N. 52d St. Mil- 
waukee, Wis. 

This booklet is written from the background of a rich and varied 
experience of a man well known in our circles, Pastor Enno Duemling, 
who for thirty-seven years has served as a full-time institutional mis- 
sionary in the Milwaukee area. It is a thank-offering which the author 
has laid down at the throne of God in sincere gratitude for the privilege 
of serving the Lord in the ministry among the unfortunates, the physi- 
cally sick, and the mentally deranged, the prisoners and other outcasts 
from society. We find interesting and instructive chapters on the institu- 
tional missionary and divine services, the physically and the mentally 
sick, the Christians at public institutions, the rehabilitation of the pris- 
oner, the volunteer worker, the nurse, the relation to the doctor, etc. 
Some of these chapters have appeared in recent issues of our Con- 
CORDIA THEOLOGICAL Montuty. We recommend this booklet to all our 
pastors, particularly to such as are doing institutional work besides their 
regular pastoral duties. Tu. LAETSCH 


Bible History Outlines. By Wm. A. Kramer. Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Mo. 1939. 233 pages. Price, $1.50. 

This is another number in the growing list of teaching helps offered 
to the instructors in our Christian schools. As the title indicates, it is 
a series of outlines on the Bible-stories contained in the Advanced Bible 
History, in use in our schools. Of the practical value of the book others 
whose calling it is to teach children will be better able to judge; but it 
is evident that as a guide, suggesting and stimulating, it is well worth 
the money; and this alone the author wants to offer. In the Preface 
he states: “It must be remembered, of course, that outlines of religion 
are in themselves only a dead thing and that they serve a useful purpose 
only when they become the vehicle of the teacher’s own methods, per- 
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sonality, enthusiasm, devotion, and faith. Outlines prepared by another 
can rarely be used effectively without adaptation to one’s own particular 
needs.” To which I would add: Outlines prepared by another should 
not, or at least rarely, be used without adaptation, etc. That’s not good 
for the teacher; the temptation to do so, however, is present whenever 
such a complete set of preparations is offered, and one should recognize 
the danger. 

Each outline points out the central thought of the lesson; then fol- 
lows devotion consisting of hymn, Scripture-reading, and prayer; ap- 
proach to the story; transition; telling of the story (author’s remark 
in Preface: “It must be told in a manner that indicates the teacher’s 
personal interest, enthusiasm, and, above all, his personal faith.” Right! 
Impress it upon the children in every way that this is not just another 
lesson, a more or less arduous task; here the object is not a gain in 
temporal knowledge, but knowledge unto salvation); discussion of story; 
a number of review questions; a closing hymn; special assignment, 
which, very properly, often directs the child to consult the Bible directly 
and again to correlate the story discussed with the Catechism. The very 
first outline tells the pupil to use Bible Concordance. Fine! 

THEO. HOYER 
The Burden Made Light. Meditations and Prayers for Sick, Con- 
valescents, Invalids, and Afflicted. By Alfred Doerffler, St. Louis, 
Mo. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 103 pages. Paper 
cover. Price, 35 cts. 

This is the same book reviewed in this magazine Vol. II, p.559, and 
well known to many of our pastors. In compliance with a request for 
a cheaper edition, this paper-bound book is now offered. May this serve 
to give the book even wider use than before! THEO. HOYER 


Thinking Youth’s Greatest Need. By Dan Gilbert. Zondervan Pub- 
lishing House. 154 pages, 5x73%4. Price, $1.00. 

It is difficult to refrain from becoming enthusiastic when reading 
this book, even though we cannot agree with every statement of the 
author. His doctrinal position in the field of eschatology is neither clear 
nor adequate (Antichrist, p.86; millennium, pp. 113,122). But one may 
well, in the parlance of the day, “skip” these sentences and paragraphs 
and enjoy the author’s fearless and trenchant defense of the truth of 
the natural sinfulness of man, of the verbal inspiration of the Bible, 
of the atonement through the blood of the only-begotten Son of God, 
of saving faith, and many other fundamental truths against Modernism 
and many other strange isms of our day. Some of the author’s sentences 
are like bombshells, which are intended to blast away the false claims 
of the enemies of Christianity. Gilbert’s prescription for the greatest 
need of youth may be summed up in one word: faith. This he describes 
in the chapters: A Transcendant Faith; A Living Faith; A Revealing 
Faith; A Progressive, Forward-looking Faith; A Personal, Individual 
Faith, etc. His remarks on, “Inspiration” and on birth control alone are 
worth the price of the book. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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Stories of Hymns for Creative Living. By Charles Arthur Boyd. The 
Judson Press, Boston. 248 pages, 8x5%. Price, $2.00 

This volume is the handbook for the hymnal Hymns for Creative 
Living, prepared by the Baptists in response to a demand for a com- 
paratively small hymn-book. The volume therefore is of most practical 
value to those who possess this hymnal and thus have all the texts and 
tunes before them. The author devotes, on the average, about a page 
to each hymn with its tune. Of special interest to this reviewer were 
his treatises on authors and composers less generally known to the 
Church at large. W. G. Potack 


Tricks Our Minds Play on Us. By Karl Ruf Stolz. The Cokesbury 
Press, Nashville, Tenn. 252 pages. 542x8. Price, $2.00. 

According to the notice on the jacket of the book, “the author ex- 
tends a helping hand by clarifying the art of mental hygiene, that branch 
of psychology which specializes in help for individuals who are hampered 
by passions, nervous apprehensions, unwarranted self-abasement, and 
other forms of mental maladjustment.” The book rather disappoints the 
high expectations raised by this announcement and leaves the reader 
unsatisfied, even though some of the things the author has to say on the 
eleven mental and nervous abnormalities described and some of the 
advice he gives on the treatment of these tricks of the mind may be 
helpful to the beginner. Only too frequently the advice amounts to 
nothing more than to cure the evil by overcoming the evil. This is 
especially apparent in the chapter on “Morbid Fearfulness,” where we 
read: “The existence of fearsome circumstances and conditions should 
be frankly recognized. Not that fear should be allowed to dominate 
and shatter the personality. Nobody ought to be afraid to die. A whole- 
some view of life absorbs death, the fate which will overtake all sooner 
or later, and strikes down the most devastating fears. After all, in the 
final analysis, any fear is occasioned by man’s aversion to his partial 
or complete annihilation. ... Man endowed by courage conquers death 
itself, the last enemy that even the saint must face.” (P.80.) Yet God 
Himself who surely has a little knowledge of psychiatry assures us that 
through fear of death all men are all their lifetime subject to bondage, 
and that the only way to overcome this fear of death is through faith 
in Him who through death destroyed him that had the power of death, 
Heb. 2:14. Sad to say, Stolz does not know this Savior, at least he does 
not speak of His vicarious atonement, even in his final chapter on “Men 
without God.” “Jesus, assuming that God exists, devoted Himself to 
the task of demonstrating that God is easily accessible and that His 
purpose for every man is constantly benevolent.” (P.242.) “Religious 
meditation is one of the most potent correctives for the tricks that 
human nature plays on itself. It helps one to achieve harmony with the 
Infinite through relaxation, the exposure of the personality to God, and 
the disinterested adoration of God.” (P.249f.) “The practical applica- 
tion of the fundamentals of the religion which Jesus made imperative, 
rather than an explicit interpretation in terms of a system of doctrine, 
is after all primary.” (P.252.) This philosophy leaves man without 
Christ and therefore without God and without hope in this world. 

Tu. LAETSCH 
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Statistical Year-Book of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, 
Ohio, and Other States for the Year 1938. Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Mo. 263 pages, 6X9. Price, net, $1.00. 

Besides the usual reports of the District Presidents and the congre- 
gational and other statistics and information the Year-book for 1938 
contains a centennial chronology of the years 1838—1938. This alone is 
worth the price of the book. A number of mistakes crept in which 
were later corrected on a sheet sent to the purchasers. Much makes 
interesting reading, as, for instance, the fact that in 1900 only 281 adults 
were confirmed; in 1910, 663; in 1920, 3,161; in 1930, 6,346; and in 1938, 
11,060. In 1920 only 40 per cent. of the services were conducted in the 
English language and 69 per cent. in 1938. At the end of 1938 our Synod 
had 1,345,833 baptized and 894,785 communicant members. As we read 
of the progress which our Synod made in the course of years, we should 
thank and praise God for it. J.H.C.F. 


BOOKS RECEIVED 


From Fleming H. Revell Company, London and Edinburgh: 

We Have God, and Other Addresses. By Edward F. Dunlavy. 
189 pages, 5X7%. Price, $1.50. 
From Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich.: 


The Adventures of a Modern Young Man. By T.T.Shields. 132 
pages. Price, $1.00. 


The Higher Path. Sermons from a Southern Pulpit. By F.B. Thorn, 


D.D. 155 pages. Price, $1.00. 


Heart Reaching Object Lessons. Sight Sermons on Sin, Salvation, 
Separation, and Service. By Elmer L. Wilder, Th.D. 152 pages. Price, 
$1.00. 


From Evangelical Publishers, 366 Bay St., Toronto, Canada: 


Zonya, Daughter of Abraham. The story of her quest for light. 
By Agnes Scott Kent. 314 pages. Price, $1.50. 
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